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Chapter 1
The CEFR and the Manual

1.1. The Aims of the Manual

1.2. The Context of the Manual

1.1. The Aims of the Manual

The primary aim of this Manual is to help the pdmiis of examinations to develop, apply and report
transparent, practical procedures in a cumulatieegss of continuing improvement in order to siuaeir
examination(s) in relation to the Common Europeamiework (CEFR). The Manual is not the sole guide t
linking a test to the CEFR and there is no compulsin any institution to undertake such linkingwédeer,
institutions wishing to make claims about the iietaghip of their examinations to the levels of CieFR

may find the procedures helpful to demonstratevttielity of those claims.

The approach developed in the Manual offers guigldamaisers to:

» describe the examination coverage, administratimhasalysis procedures;
» relate results reported from the examination tocGEER Common Reference Levels;
* provide supporting evidence that reports the proesifollowed to do so.

Following the traditions of Council of Europe actim promoting language education, however, the an
has wider aims to actively promote and facilitateperation among relevant institutions and exparts
member countries. The Manual aims to:

e contribute to competence building in the areariilig assessments to the CEFR;

e encourage increased transparency on the part ofieaton providers;

e encourage the development of both formal and inébmational and international networks of
institutions and experts.

The Council of Europe’s Language Policy Divisiooammends that examination providers who use the
suggested procedures, or other procedures achithéngame ends, write up their experience in artepo
Such reports should describe the use of proceddiszsiss successes and difficulties and providedeewie
for the claims being made for the examination. Bsg&e encouraged to write these reports in order to

« increase the transparency of the content of exdmitg(theoretical rationale, aims of examination,
etc.);

* increase the transparency of the intended levekaminations;

e (give test takers, test users and teaching anaggstofessionals the opportunity to analyse the
quality of an examination and of the claimed relatwvith the CEFR,;

e provide an argumentation why some of the recomnepdecedures may not have been followed;

* provide future researchers with a wider range dfitéques to supplement those outlined in this
Manual.

It is important to note that while the Manual cavarbroad range of activities, its aim is limited:

e It provides a guide specifically focused on proaedunvolved in the justification of a claim that a
certain examination or test is linked to the CEFR.
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« It does not provide a general guide how to constyaod language tests or examinations. There are
several useful guides that do this, as mentioné&himpter 4, and they should be consulted.

< It does not prescribe any single approach to cocistig language tests. While the CEFR espouses
an action-oriented approach to language learnieiggocomprehensive, it accepts that different
examinations reflect various goals (“constructs”).

* It does not require the test(s) to be specificadigigned to assess proficiency in relation to the
CEFR, though clearly exploitation of the CEFR dgrihe process of training, task design, item
writing and rating scale development strengtheastntent-related claim to linkage.

e It does not provide a label, statement of validityaccreditation that any examination is linked to
the CEFR. Any such claims and statements are #ponsibility of the institution making them.
There are professional associations concernedstatidards and codes of practice (e.g. the AERA:
American Educational Research Association (AERA/APGME 1999); EALTA www.ealta.org
ALTE www.ALTE.org) which are a source of further support and adeitéanguage testing and
linking procedures.

Despite the above, the pilot Manual has in fachbmmsulted by examination authorities in manyeddht
ways:

e to apply to an existing test that predates the CEfdRtherefore without any clear link to it, in erd
to be able to report scores on the test in reldddDEFR levels;

e to corroborate the relationship of an existing teat predates the CEFR to the construct repregente
by the CEFR and to the levels of the CEFR; thidiappo tests developed in relation to the serfes o
content specifications developed by the Councitufope since the 1970s now associated with
CEFR levels: Breakthrough:Al, Waystage: A2, ThrédhBl, Vantage: B2 (van Ek and Trim
2001ac);

e to corroborate the relationship to the CEFR of dating test developed after the appearance of the
CEFR but preceding the appearance of the Manw#; ithis applies to some tests produced
between 1997 and 2004;

« to inform the revision of an existing examinatiomorder to relate it more closely to the CEFR
construct and levels;

» to assist schools to develop procedures to rdiaie dssessments to the CEFR.

The Manual was not conceived as a tool for linlémgsting frameworks or scales to the CEFR, butstts

of procedures proposed may be useful in doing soah existing framework, the relationship could be
mapped from the point of view of content and cogerasing the Specification stage. Performance samnpl
benchmarked to the framework under study coulddeel in a cross-benchmarking exercise after
Standardisation training: CEFR illustrative sammlesld be rated with the criteria used in the fraumek
under study and benchmark samples from the frameurdter study could be rated with the CEFR criteria
for spoken and written performance provided in Manual. Finally, tests from the framework undedst
could be investigated in an External Validatiordgtu

In order to help users assess the relevance arniahpiieations of the procedures for their own cemite

“Reflection Boxes” that summarise some of the npaiimts and issues are included at the end of each
chapter Users of the Manual may wish to conside),.after the model used in the CEFR itself.

1.2. The Context of the Manual

The Common European Framework of Reference for bages has a very broad aim to provide:



. a common basis for the elaboration of languadalsy$es, curriculum guidelines,
examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe. tiriess in a comprehensive way what language
learners have to learn to do in order to use alageg for communication and what knowledge
and skills they have to develop so as to be abdeteffectively. The description also covers the
cultural context in which language is set. The Frark also defines levels of proficiency
which allow learners’ progress to be measured et stage of learning and on a life-long basis”
(Council of Europe 2001a: 1).

But the CEFR is also specifically concerned witttitey and examinations, and it is here that the iz
intended to provide support:

“One of the aims of the Framework is to help padrie describe the levels of proficiency
required by existing standards, tests and examimain order to facilitate comparisons between
different systems of qualifications. For this puspdhe Descriptive Scheme and the Common
Reference Levels have been developed. Betweentti@nprovide a conceptual grid which
users can exploit to describe their system” (Cdwfdturope 2001a: 21).

The aim of the CEFR is to facilitate reflectionpmounication and networking in language educatidre T
aim of any local strategy ought to be to meet n@edsntext. The key to linking the two into a codmat
system is flexibility. The CEFR is a concertinagliteference tool that provides categories, levals a
descriptors that educational professionals can energub-divide, elaborate or summarisghilst still
relating to the common hierarchical structure. CEBBrs are encouraged to adopt language activities,
competences and proficiency stepping-stones teadgropriate to their local context, yet can lated to
the greater scheme of things and thus communicated easily to colleagues in other educational
institutions and to other stakeholders like leasnparents and employers.

Thus there is no need for there to be a conflitizéen on the one hand a common framework desitable
organise education and facilitate such comparisaim$,on the other hand the local strategies andidas
necessary to facilitate successful learning andgetopriate examinations in any given context.

The CEFR is already serving this function flexiblyits implementation through the European Language
Portfolio. The portfolio is a newducational tool and it has been developed thraughsive and extensive
international cooperation. Thus the conditionsitoimplementation in a sufficiently uniform manrese
relatively good, even if there have been and am&rigty of constraints impacting the portfolio .

By contrast the mutual recognition of language ifjaations awarded by all relevant bodies is a mondre
complicated matter. The language assessment pimigéasEurope has very different traditions. At thee
extreme there are examination providers who opéndtee classical tradition of yearly examinatices by
a board of experts and marked in relation to autime understanding of the required standard. & laee
many contexts in which the examination or testilegtb a significant qualification is set by thadber or
school staff rather than an external body, usuallynot always under the supervision of a visigxgert.
Then again there are many examinations that fooul@operationalisation of task specificationghwi
written criteria, marking schemes and examineningi to aid consistency, sometimes including and
sometimes excluding some form of pretesting or @oglivalidation. Finally, at the other extremegith are
highly centralised examination systems in whiclmariily selected-response items measuring receptive
skills drawn from item banks, sometimes supplenthiea productive (usually written) task, are used
determine competence and award qualificatiblagional policies, traditions and evaluation cudsias well
as the policies, cultures and legitimate interetanguage testing and examination bodies arefathat
can constrain the common interest of mutual rec¢agnof qualifications. However it is in everybodybest
interests that good practices are applied in tgstin

Apart from the question of tradition, there is theestion of competence and resources. Well-estaiolis
institutions have, or can be expected to have, thatimaterial and human resources to be able ®aev
and apply procedures reflecting best practice arave proper training, quality assurance and obntr
systems. In some contexts there is less experamta less-informed assessment culture. There may b
only limited familiarity with the networking and sessor-training techniques associated with stasdard
oriented educational assessment, which are a prisitegfor consistent performance assessment. ©n th
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other hand there may be only limited familiaritytivihe qualitative and psychometric approachesdatet
pre-requisite for adequate test validation. Abdl/éhare may be only limited familiarity with teclyues for
linking assessments, since most assessment connesuaré accustomed to working in isolation.

Therefore it is not surprising that following thehtication of the CEFR, there were calls for thau@al of
Europe to take a more active role in assisting éxation providers in their efforts to validate the
relationship of their examinations to the Commomndpean Framework of Reference. The topic was the
theme of a seminar kindly hosted by the Finnisharities in Helsinki in July 2002 (Council of Eump
2002), at the conclusion of which the Languagedydliivision of the Council of Europe in Strasboses
up the project to develop this Manual.

This Manual is a continuation of the work of theu@oil of Europe’s Language Policy Division in
developing planning tools which provide referenoafs and common objectives as the basis for areahe
and transparent structure for effective teachilagfi|g and assessment relevant to the needs aElsaas
well as society, and that can facilitate personatifity. This work first became widely known in ti®70s
with the publication of “The Threshold Level” (v&k 1976; van Ek and Trim 2001b) and the development
of versions of it for different languages. The 198w the research and development for the CEFR, fi
circulated in two pilot editions before full pulditton in English and French in 2001, the Europeaanrtf
Languages, (Council of Europe 2001a, 2001b) andpuddished in over 30 languages. The initial main
impact of the CEFR was the “Common Reference L&YAE—-C2) that it introduced. The CEFR is now,
however, itself inspiring a new generation of sdtebjectives for curriculum developers, furtheal@rated
from the CEFR descriptors (see Section 4.3.3.) Tairent Manual, with its emphasis on relating
assessments one another through the mediation of the CE&R,logical complement to these
developments olevelsandobjectives

There is no suggestion that different examinatibas have been linked to the CEFR by following
procedures such as those proposed in this Manuld be considered to be in some way equivalent.
Examinations vary in content and style, accordmthe needs of their context and the traditiondhef
pedagogic culture in which they are developedwspdaxaminations may both be “at Level B2" and yet
differ considerably. Learners in two different aaxts might gain very different scores on (a) amgration
whose style and content they are familiar with épycan examination at the same level developed for
different context. Secondly, the fact that severaminations may be claimed to be “at Level B2aassult
of following procedures to link them to the CEFR¢l as those suggested in this Manual, does nat mea
that those examinations are claimed to be exaotisame level. B2 represents a band of language
proficiency that is quite wide; the “pass” cut-tétel for the different examinations may be pitcla¢d
different points within that range, not all coinicig at exactly the same borderline between B1 ghd B

Both curricula and examinations for language lesgymeed to be developed for and adapted to thextint
which they are to be used. The authors of the ClBEBRe it clear that the CEFR is in no way to be
interpreted as a harmonisation project. It is hetihtention of the CEFR to tell language profeassis what
their objectives should be:

“We have NOT set out to tell practitioners whatltor how to do it. We are raising
guestions not answering them. It is not the fumctibthe CEF to lay down the objectives
that users should pursue or the methods they skeoubdoy” (Council of Europe 2001a:
xi Note to the User).

Neither is it the intention of this Manual to telhguage professionals what their standards shmyldr how
they should prove linkage to them. Both the CEFR this Manual share the aims of encouraging refiect
facilitating communication (between language prsif@sals and between educational sectors) and pngyvid
a reference work listing processes and techniddesiber states and institutions concerned with laggu
teaching and learning operate and cooperate autmusy it is their privilege and responsibility ¢boose
approaches appropriate to their purpose and context

A pilot version of this Manual was published in epber 2003 (Council of Europe 2003) and preseated

a seminar in Strasbourg in April 2004. The appeaeai the Manual in September 2003, shortly after t
full publication of the CEFR itself in English akdlench (2001), had a considerable impact. To a& grea
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extent, the scale of the impact of both the CEER&lfiand the Manual can be regarded as fortunaiadi

At precisely the point at which examination provaleere looking for ways to increase the transparen
their examinations and make them more relevantGorapean context, the CEFR and Manual appeared to
offer a principled way of doing so. As a resule thethodology of many CEFR linking projects was
influenced by the approach suggested in the Mawidhe same time those approaches were criticased
further elaborated during the more than 20 casdiestof such pilot linking projects that were cadriout.

Many of these projects were presented at a megti@ambridge in December 2007 and at the EALTA pre-
conference colloquium in Athens, 2008. Feedback boim institutions involved in piloting and from a
wide range of other interested parties in and beyeurope has greatly assisted in the preparatioimf
revised edition, which, whilst naturally not defiae, is more comprehensive. The papers from the
Cambridge meeting are being published in a compemadif case studies in the “Studies in Language
Testing” series by Cambridge University Press;pghpers from the Athens meeting are being publighed
compendium of case studies by Cito, in associatitimthe Council of Europe and EALTA. It is hopédtht
these studies, together with this Manual and tbheviig range of tools accompanying the CEFR, will
contribute to the development of expertise in thiihg of language examinations to the CEFR anith¢o
discussion of the issues that arise in this process

Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

» the relevance of the CEFR in their assessmentesithy context

» the reasons for and aims of their application & Manual

» the requirements that their specific context sets$te application of the Manual

» the parts of the Manual that are likely to be nre&¢vant for them

* how they might report their results so as to cdnité to the building of expertise in the area okiing







Chapter 2

The Linking Process

2.1. Approach Adopted
2.2.  Quality Concerns

2.3.  Stages of the Process
2.4. Use of the CEFR

2.5. Use of the Manual

2.1. Approach Adopted

Relating an examination or test to the CEFR isragtex endeavour. The existence of a relationship
between the examination and the CEFR is not a simiptervable fact, but is an assertion for whieh th
examination provider needs to provide both thecaétind empirical evidence. The procedure by whigth
evidence is obtained is in fact the “validatiortlé claim”.

Relating (linking) examinations or tests to the Ggfresupposes standard setting, which can be dedina
process of establishing one or more cut scorexami@ations. These cut scores divide the distraoutf
examinees’ test performances into two or more ClEVBIS.

Appropriate standards can be best guaranteed ifubgrocess of standard setting is attended to five
beginning. Standard setting involves decision ngkhich requires high-quality data and rigorous kvor
As these decisions may have important consequethegsneed to be fair, open, valid, efficient and
defensible. This can be facilitated by the use elf-tvied systematic processes and explicit cateri

In standard setting, it is usual to refer to conggandards and performance standards. Conterlastin
describe the content domain from which the exangnatan be or has been constructed. Very frequently
this description refers to performance levels. Sies$criptions are by necessity general and usually
formulated in qualitative terms. In standard settiterature they are referred to as “Performaneeel
Descriptors” (PLDs: See Section 6.7.) and actgeneral reference system against which particular
examinations can be described. Performance stasdaliet to specific examinations and express the
minimum performance on that specific test or exatinm; in this sense they are synonymous to “cut
scores”.

There is, however, one major point which needsetstbessed. The Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages (CEFR) provides the coatahtPerformance Level Descriptors. The PLDs are
given, unlike the situation in most standard sgttimother contexts, where the PLDs first needeo b
defined.

This means that the CEFR needs to be referredaib sthges of the linking process as illustrate&igure
2.1. The approach adopted in this Manual is suahtttorough familiarity with the CEFR is a fundartan
requirement.



Figure 2.1: Validity Evidence of Linkage of Examina  tion/Test Results to the CEFR

EXAM / TEST
Standard setting/benchmarking:
Exam/test specification: Exam/test scores/ratings: .
Evidence of:
Content coverage/ > Test score > Internal validity (consistency)
representativeness reliability & validity External validity
Procedural validity

| |

v v

Specification Training/Standardisation

(documentation) (documentation)

Familiarisation

(documentation)

Common European Framework of Reference for Language s (CEFR)




Relating an examination or test to the CEFR cahlimseen as a process of “building an argumersgda
on a theoretical rationale. The central concephiwithis process is “validity”. The Manual presefing
inter-related sets of procedures that users ansexdito follow in order to design a linking scheiméerms
of self-contained, manageable activities:

* Familiarisation

» Specification

» Standardisation training/benchmarking
e Standard setting

* Validation.

The project needs to start with Familiarisatiorsatidbed in Chapter 3. Only after such familiarisatis it
possible to describe the examination/test concethredigh the Specification procedures (ChapteTAdse
procedures start with checks and reports on thaeage for the quality of the examination (religkiknd
validity); demonstration of such examination quaig a pre-requisite for the linking to proceed.

Because standard setting requires judgments o§iterd performances, the data obtained need to tighof
guality. Therefore rigorous training of those inxexdl in the process is needed and this is dealtiwith
Chapter 5.

There are a number of methods to set standardthamhes deemed to be the most relevant in therdurr
context are described in Chapter 6. The qualitstahdard setting can vary and therefore it is itgmbrto
show evidence of how defensible the standardsvaméous types of validity evidence of standardisgtt
which need to be provided, are presented in Chapter

Users of the Manual are asked to identify, fromrdrege of techniques and options offered and simila
techniques in the literature, those most apprapaat feasible for their context. The approach tetbjs an
inclusive one. The Manual aims to encourage thécgtion of principles of best practice even iruations
in which resources and expertise are limited. Biesps may be modest, but the aim is to help exatam
providers to work within a structure, so that laterk can build on what has been done before. Bhenton
structure advocated by the Manual may also offeiptbssibility for institutions to more easily padforts
and seek synergies in certain areas.

It is important to emphasise that the five setgrotedures (or “stages”) are not just steps ineali process
undertaken in isolation one after another. It talwo check at the conclusion of each stage tiet t
endeavour is “on track”: that the interpretatioresfels in the project does reflect the commonrprigtation
illustrated by the illustrative samples. In theeca$the revision or development of an examinatiiis,
advisable to embed procedures recommended in tinedllat each stage of the test development/reform
process so that the linking to the CEFR develo@inrganic, cyclical way as the team becomes @ode
more familiar with the CEFR — and is not left toetternal project undertaken by another department
external consultant before and after the main ptagefinished.

Although they should not be seen as linear stépsfive sets of procedures follow a logical ordérall
stages it is recommended that users start witphrb@uctive skills (speaking and writing) since #hnean be
more directly related to the rich description ie BEFR, thus providing a clear basis for trainjopggments
and discussion.

2.2.  Quality Concerns

Linking of a test to the CEFR cannot be valid uslid® examination or test that is the subject eflitiking
can demonstrate validity in its own right. A tdsattis not appropriate to context will not be mau®e
appropriate by linking to the CEFR; an examinattmat has no procedures for ensuring that standards
applied by interviewers or markers are equivalersdverity, or that successive forms of tests aisteired
in different sessions are equivalent, cannot maddilsle claims of any linkage of its standard(sjh®
CEFR because it cannot demonstrate internal censigin the operationalisation of its standard(s).
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There are several good reference works which peogiddance for good practice in test developmehnis T
Manual will not discuss such good practice as égnaim is to provide guidance for standard setting
Chapter 7 addresses issues related to test devehvppioting and analysis, the Reference Supplémen
offers additional information, especially on an&@ygchniques; but the reader is referred to thensive
literature on test development e.g. Alderson €1895), Davidson & Lynch (2002), Ebel & Frisbee §63,
Downing & Haladyna (2006), Milanovic (2002), Weir993), the collection of publications and materials
produced in the “Into Europe” project under thepieess of the British Council Hungary
(www.examsreform.hu/Pages/Exams.html

The concern for good quality in language test dgymkent is also present in the following standacds f
good practice:

* EALTA (European Association of Language Testing Asdessment, www.ealta.eu.prjhe EALTA
Guidelines for Good Practice in Language Testirndjassessment provide an accessible list of the most
important questions that all those involved in asgeent and testing practices (whether individuals o
institutions) need to take into account beforejrduand after test development.

» ALTE (Association of Language Testers in Europe walte.org. The ALTE Code of Practice and
ALTE Minimum Standards for Establishing Quality Rlies in Language Assessment provide a set of 17
detailed minimum standards that help examinatiawigers to structure and evaluate their test
development and administration processes.

* AERA (American Educational Research Associationywwaera.net AERA (1999) provides a
comprehensive, authoritative collection of theoagéd standards for educational and psychological
testing.

* ILTA (International Language Testing Associatiomww.ilta.org). In addition, drawing on the AERA
work and other authorities, ILTA has collated anchmarised in the ILTA Code of Practice for
language testers the most crucial principles iglage testing theory and practice.

2.3. Stages of the Process

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the procédisking a test to the CEFR consists of a setrotcpdures
that need to be carried out at different stages:

Familiarisation (Chapter 3): A selection of trainiragtivities designed to ensure that participanthén
linking process have a detailed knowledge of th&RHts levels and illustrative descriptors. This
Familiarisation stage is necessary at the stasotif the Specification and the Standardisationqutanes.
Familiarisation with the CEFR is equally a logipaé-requisite for effective linking. It is a goodaptice to
assess and report how successful the familiarisétaining has been.

Specification (Chapter 4): A self-audit of the coverage of tRareination (content and tasks types) profiled
in relation to the categories presented in CEFRp@al “Language use and the language learner” and
CEFR Chapter 5 “The user/learner’'s competencesiélkas serving a reporting function, these procesd
also have a certain awareness-raising functionntiagtassist in further improving the quality of the
examination concerned. Forms A2 and-A20 in Chapter 4 focus on content analyaisl the relationship

of content to the CEFR. Specification can be sesem@imarily qualitative method: providing evidenc
through “content-based arguments”. There are alsotifative methods for content validation that ban
considered (see, e.g. Kaftandjieva 2007).

Standardisation Training and Benchmarking (Chapter 5): The suggested procedures facilitege t
implementation of a common understanding of ther\@mn Reference Levels”, exploiting CEFR
illustrative samples for spoken and written perfante. These procedures deepen the familiarity tivith
CEFR levels obtained through the kinds of actisibetlined in Chapter 3 (Familiarisation) and asshat
judgments taken in rating performances reflectcthrestructs described in the CEFR. It is logical to
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standardise — through sufficient traininghe interpretation of the levels in this way befaroving on to (a)
benchmarking local performance samples and tasksi{Section 5.7), and (b) Standard setting (Ch&pte
Successful benchmarking of local samples may be taseorroborate a claim based on Specificatiothdf
result of the benchmarking process is that perfagaaamples from the test are successfully bendteahar
to the levels that were intended in designing &@s#, this corroborates the claim based on Spetdita

Standard Setting(Chapter 6)The crucial point in the process of linking an ekaation to the CEFR is the
establishment of a decision rule to allocate sttglgnone of the CEFR levels on the basis of their
performance in the examination. Usually this tatkesform of deciding on cut-off scores, borderline
performances. The preceding stages of FamilianisaBpecification and Standardisation can be sgen a
preparatory activities to lead to valid and ratiatecisions. Chapter 6 describes procedures teeaatithe
final decision of setting cut scores. The matgiasented there draws on an extensive literatustamdard
setting, and the procedures presented in Chater & selection from the many available procedures
deemed to be suitable in the context of languagfate Additional procedures based on the expioitabf
teacher judgments and IRT to incorporate an exteritarion (e.g. CEFR illustrative items, or teach
assessments with CEFR illustrative descriptorg) anlinking study are presented in Extra Materialvjzled
by Brian North and Neil Jones.

Validation (Chapter 7)While the preceding stages of Familiarisation, Sjfwedion, Standardisation and
Standard Setting can be conceived roughly to repteschronological order of activities, it woule baive
to postpone validation activities until everythimgs been done, and to conceive it as an ultimaiticten
the quality of the linking process. Validation muather be seen as a continuous process of quality
monitoring, giving an answer to the general quaestiDid we reach the aims set for this activity?’sinple,
but nevertheless important example has already fegemed to: it is important to provide CEFR
familiarisation and standardisation training, lus iequally important to check if such activitlesve been
successful; this is precisely what is meant bydadion. Aspects of validity and procedures to ablialidity
evidence are described in this final chapter.

Aspects of validity and procedures on how to coledidity evidence have been put together in thal f
chapter (Chapter 7) of this Manual.

2.4. Use of the CEFR

A common framework of reference enables differemainginations be to related to each other indirectly
without any claim that two examinations are exaetjyivalent. The focus of examinations may vary but
their coverage can be profiled with the categaaies levels of the framework. In the same way tloatiwo
learners at Level B2 are at Level B2 for the sagason, no two examinations at Level B2 have comiglet
identical profiles.

The parts of the CEFR most relevant for linkingrek@ations are:

* Chapter 3 “The Common Reference Levels”;

» Chapter 4 “Language Use and the Language Userth-sgales for Communicative Language Activities
and for Communicative Language Strategies;

* Chapter 5 “The User/Learner’'s Competences”, pddruSection 5.2 “Communicative Language
Competences” with the illustrative scales for aspetlinguistic, pragmatic and socio-linguistic
competence.

Users of this Manual will find the full text of tHeEFR and related documents, plus a number of uisefis
on the Council of Europe website, including theédeing:

Documents

* The CEFR in English and French, including apperddice

* Links to other language versions on the Councitwiope website (www.coe.int/lang
www.coe.int/portfolig

* The Manual, including appendices.

* The forms and reference Grids included in the Manua
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* The Reference Supplement.

Content Analysis Grids

» CEFR Content Analysis Grid for listening and regdisometimes referred to as “the Dutch CEFR
Grid”): Appendix B1.

» CEFR Content Analysis Grids for speaking and wgitideveloped by ALTE: Appendix B2.

lllustrative Descriptors (www.coe.int/portfolid

» The descriptors from the CEFR (in English).

* The descriptor bank from the European Languagddbortdemonstrating the relationship between
those descriptors and the original CEFR descriptors

* A collation of C1/C2 descriptors (in English) frahe CEFR and related projects that marks which
descriptors were calibrated to CEFR levels and whiere not.

lllustrative Samples

» Documentation for DVDs of illustrative samples pbken performance by adults, available at the time
of writing for English, French, ltalian and Portegeé.

» lllustrative samples of written performance, avalgaat the time of writing for English, French, Gamn,
Portuguese and lItalian.

» lllustrative items for listening and reading fordlish, French, German, Italian and Spanish.

Other related resources will be added to this CEFR®Ikit” listed on www.coe.int/langnd
www.coe.int/portfolioas they become available.

Especially Relevant Parts of the CEFR
In considering which specific resources in the CE&Ronsult, the user may find the following scales
descriptions of the levels especially useful frogi@bal perspective:

English Version French Version
Overviews of the Common Reference Levels
« Table 1 “Common Reference Levels” in Chapter 3 Page 24 Page 25
» Section 3.6. “Content Coherence in Common Refereruels” Pages 3336 Pages 3234
* Document B5 “Coherence in Descriptor Calibration” Pages 223224 Pages 15960
* “Levels of Proficiency in the ALTE Framework” Pages 249-50 Pages 176177
Overviews of Communicative Activities
* Table 2, Portfolio Self-assessment Grid Pages 2627 Pages 2&27
* DIALANG Document C3 “Elaborated Descriptive Scale$ Pages 23843 Pages 1A172
* ALTE Document D1: Skills Summaries Page 251 Page 178
* Overall Listening Comprehension: scale Page 66 Page 55
* Overall Reading Comprehension: scale Page 69 Page 57
* Overall Spoken Interaction: scale Page 74 Page 61
* Overall Written Interaction: scale Page 83 Page 68
* Overall Spoken Production: scale Page 58 Page 49
* Overall Written Production: scale Page 61 Page 51
Overviews of Aspects of Communicative Language Conegence
* Table 3 “Qualitative Aspects of Spoken Language’Use Pages 2829 Page 28
* General Range: scale Page 110 Page 87
e Grammatical Accuracy: scale Page 114 Page 90
e Socio-linguistic Appropriateness Page 122 Page 95
* Spoken Fluency Page 129 Page 100

! The DVD for German is published with its documéintaby Langenscheidt as Bolton et al (2008).
DVDs of spoken performance by teenage learnersigfigh, French, German, Spanish and Italian, catiéat at the
Cross-language Benchmarking Seminar in Sévresna 2008, will be available by early 2009.
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In relation to examinations intended for the warfdvork or for university entrance, users may iditidn
find the following scales particularly relevantase they cover the more specialised functional delnaf
such contexts.

Communicative Activities Particularly Relevant to the Occupational and Educational Domains

English Version French Version
» Listening as a Member of a Live Audience Page 67 Page 56
* Note-taking (Lectures, Seminars etc.) Page 96 Page 77
* Reading for Orientation Page 70 Page 58
* Reading for Information and Argument Page 70 Page 58
* Reading Instructions Page 71 Page 59
* Processing Text Page 96 Page 77
* Information Exchange Page 81 Page 67
» Formal Discussion and Meetings Page 78 Page 64
* Understanding Conversation between Native Speakers Page 66 Page 55
» Sustained Monologue: putting a case (e.g. in d¢bate Page 59 Page 50
* Addressing Audiences Page 60 Page 50
* Reports and Essays Page 62 Page 52

The calibration of the CEFR illustrative descrigtts described in CEFR Appendix A, in North (2000a)
North and Schneider (1998) and Schneider and N2&o0).

2.5. Use of the Manual

The chapters that follow address the differentestag the linking process and for each stage asefi
procedures are presented from which users cart setse most relevant or adequate for their context

The Manual imotintended as a blueprint for the development ofva examination. However, it is intended
to encourage reflection about good practice. Indsederal users who piloted the preliminary edition
commented that going through the procedures iidieual was a good way to critically review and
evaluate the content and the statistical charatiesiof an examination — and that the outcomdief t
process was as important as the claim to linkage.

The Manual presents a principled set of procedamestechniques that provides support in what is a
technically complicated and demanding processriméad judgment is called for at several stagesef th
process. The responsibility for designing a cohieaed appropriate linking process lies with the
examination provider concerned. This responsibitityolves:

» reflection on the needs, resources, expertise aadts in the context concerned,;

» selection of appropriate procedures from thoseag@t — or others reported in the literature;
» realistic project planning in a modular, stagedrapph that will ensure results;

» collaboration and networking with colleagues inastiectors and countries;

» coordination of the participants in the local lingiprocess;

» thoughtful application of the procedures;

» reliable recording of results;

* accurate, transparent and detatleporting of conclusions.

Figure 2.2 is a visual representation of the stagése process of relating examinations to the RHE
highlights how linking an examination or a test t&nseen as the development of a line of argument,
making claims about different aspects of linkage providing corroborating evidence of their valydits the
process unfolds. Not all examination providers maysider they can undertake studies in all of thas
outlined in the Manual. However, even less welbrtgsed examination providers should select teclasqu
from all areas. A claim that a qualification isked to the CEFR can only be taken seriously if enad
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exists that claims based on specifications (corgiemtdards) and standard setting (performance atasid
are corroborated through validation.

Users of the Manual may wish to consider, beforbaking on the linking project:

» what the approach proposed means in their contegeneral terms

» what the approach means in their context in moex#je terms (time, resources,...)

* how feasible the different sets of procedures iatéeir context

» whether to focus in depth on one or two sets ofgutares, or apply the principles of all five sefts o
procedures in a limited way, especially if resosreee limited

* how they will justify their conclusions to the paland to their professional colleagues
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Figure 2.2: Visual Representation of Procedures to
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Chapter 3

Familiarisation

3.1. Introduction

3.2. Preparatory Activities before the Seminar
3.3. Introductory Activities at the Seminar

3.4. Qualitative Analysis of the CEFR Scales

3.5. Preparation for Rating

3.1. Introduction

Before undertaking Specification and Standardisaiids necessary to organise Familiarisationgask
to ensure that all those who will be involved ie firocess of relating an examination to the CEFR
have an in-depth knowledge of it. Experience irecgadies piloting the Manual and in benchmarking
seminars producing DVDs has underlined the fadtrti@ny of the language professionals who take
part in a linking project start with a consideraldwer level of familiarity with the CEFR than they
think they have. In particular, while most are fhaniwith the more global CEFR Tables 1 (Global
scale) and Table 2 (Portfolio self-assessment gnidny do not have a clear picture of the salient
features of the language proficiency in differdalis of learners at the different levels.

In discussing Familiarisation, one needs to madtistinction between familiarisation with the CEFR
itself, with the rating instruments to be used, aiiti the activities to be undertaken. There is no
absolute boundary between the end of Familiarisatial the beginning of Specification or
Standardisation; in each case the first activitigtbe main task are in effect a continuation @f th
Familiarisation process.

Another point to keep in mind has to do with thektat hand. One needs to bear in mind whether one
is talking about a selected panel of experts atlariplementation of the CEFR in a team or in a
whole institution, and what precise linking actie#t the particular Familiarisation session sergeasm
introduction to. The time that individuals will @ko complete any familiarisation activity depends
greatly on the level of familiarity they alreadyeawith the CEFR. The time the entire Familiarisati
processes take (as repeated before SpecificattbSt@mmdardisation activities) will depend upon the
aim and scope of the linking project concerned.

Panellists also tend to be much influenced by lotsitutional standards intended to be at CEFR
levels and criterion descriptors for them or logg@ifoduced variants of CEFR descriptors. In additio
they are often unaware that there is a distindbietaveen the level of descriptors for CEFR criterion
levels (in all subscales plus the summary Tabl&sahd 3) and the CEFR “plus levels” (only found
on subscales). It is important that those involwetthe linking process focus on the CEFR criterion
descriptors — and do not let their view of a CEEReI be over-influenced by descriptors that represe
an exceptional performance at that level (a “phyel).

Bearing these points in mind, this chapter propéeediarisation activities in the four groups
outlined below. In the rest of this chapter, thiesdniques are explained in more detail. Users are
strongly advised to select activities from eachugrat the start of both the Specification procests a
of the Standardisation process.
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Preparatory Activities before the Familiarisation Seminar

Before a Familiarisation workshop, members of ttagget team should be asked individually to
undertake several focused activities in order fieceon important aspects of the CEFR levels.

a) Reading Section 3.6 in the CEFR (English pp-33 that describes the salient features of the
levels, as made up by the illustrative descriptors.

b) Considering a selection of the question boxes gdiat the end of relevant sections of CEFR
Chapter 3 (Common Reference Levels), Chapter 4glage Use and the Language
User/Learner) and Chapter 5 (The User/Learner’s fi&bemces).

¢) Accessing the website CEFTrain (www.CEFtrain.nehich focuses on the salient characteristics
of the levels and provides, for English, video egplas, scripts and sample test items intended for
the primary, secondary and adult sectors.

Introductory Activities at the Seminar

d) Sorting the text for the different levels in TaBlg in this Manual, which summarises the salient
characteristics of the Common Reference Levels ({CEB).

e) Self-assessment of own language level in a forgigguage — using CEFR Table 2 (Portfolio self-
assessment grid) — and discussion with peers.

Qualitative Analysis of the CEFR Scales

f) Sorting into piles by level or rank order the iridival descriptors from a CEFR scale related to the
skills that will be worked on. For example, for &gimg, one might use Fluency or two to three
related CEFR scales for types of Spoken Produetnatior Interaction (e.g. Conversation,

Informal Discussion Turn-taking). The scale is ghegbinto its constituent descriptors for this
task.

g) Reconstructing CEFR Table 2 from the individualadggors for each cell of the table.

Preparation for Rating the Productive Skills

h) Reconstructing the CEFR-based rating Grid thabiegto be used, in which some of the cells
have been emptied. If the seminar starts with Spgathis will be CEFR Table 3 (Manual Table
C2). If the seminar starts with Writing, this wile Table C4 in this Manual (or alternative).

I) lllustrating the CEFR levels with videoed learnerfprmances from the DVD for the language
concerned.

3.2.  Preparatory Activities before the Seminar

Organisers of familiarisation activities shoulddweare of the clear difference between a presentatio
of the CEFR and a Familiarisation seminar/worksWgpereas the former aims at a general
introduction of the scope and content of the CE&Rafvariety of purposes, the latter is expected to
provide participants with sufficient awarenesshef CEFR levels to analyse and assess test tasks and
performances in relation to the CEFR levels.

In order to make the seminar as useful and suadesspossible, it is highly recommended that the
coordinator of the Familiarisation seminar prepahnesnecessary documents and information that can
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allow participants to prepare for it, and sendpra-task pack” (by post or by e-maiy2weeks

before the seminar. Those participants who haeadjr attended a presentation on the CEFR will be
able to “refresh” their knowledge, and those wheehaot will be able to study introductory materials
about the CEFR. Whatever the participants’ degfdéamiliarity with the CEFR, the coordinator will
need to inform them that preparing for the workshmajividually may take a minimum of=5% hours if

all three activities are included.

After the initial input on the CEFR, either of tfidlowing activities can be used as an introduction
the seminar proper and as a way of contributinheacohesion of the group.

a) Reading Section 3.6 in the CEFR (including Table Al

This activity is recommended when the organisersatdknow for sure whether the participants are
familiar with the CEFR levels, although it can algork as a “refresher” for those who already are.
The task that participants are given is to readebhels in Table Al and the text in Section 3.8., i
order to be able to identify the salient featumgseiach level and in order to ascertain in whickelle
they would place the learners they work with (th@kadone individually before the seminar can be
taken up at the seminar as an introductory actamty/or as an ice breaker, providing a useful link
with pre-seminar work).

b) Consideration of a selection of CEFR question boxes

This activity is more appropriate when the majodftyprofessionals involved are expected to be
already somewhat familiar with the CEFR levels @gample, have worked with the CEFR or know
the levels). The objective of the exercise is td&enide participants aware of the many possibletace
to consider when developing and analysing tesstaskl also of the comprehensiveness of the scope
of the CEFR.

There are a number of ways in which this activay e prepared:

« A boxed checklist like the one focusing on speakimigich is presented below, might be
photocopied so that participants are led to refbecthe different facets in assessing speaking.

Users of the Framework for the purpose of analysind assessing speaking | Relevant / Why?
performances may wish to consider and, where apjats) state:

- how the physical conditions under which the leamiirhave to
communicate will affect what he/she is requireddp

- how the number and nature of the interlocutors afiiect what the
learner is required to do;

- under what time pressure the learner will haveperate;

- to what extent the learners will need to adjughminterlocutor's mental
context;

- how the perceived level of difficulty of a taskmhige taken into account
in the evaluation of successful task completioniar{delf) assessment g
the learner's communicative competence.

=n

» The coordinator(s) might themselves make a selecid® EFR Question Boxes that seem
particularly relevant and make up a different chistkdepending on what skills are to be focused
on during the seminar.
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* The coordinators may draw on the work done by #r@gpants in this activity when discussing
the sorting exercises{) in Section 3.4.

c¢) Accessing the CEFTrain website

The CEFTrain projeédeveloped a selection of activities to familiatisachers with the CEFR levels.
It contains exercises with the CEFR scales andtas#l performances (for primary, secondary and
adult sectors) analysed and discussed in relatitimet CEFR levels on the basis of the agreed mting
of the project members. Accessing this websitery useful to provide participants with a hands-on
example of what will take place during the semiarticipants should be advised to concentrate on
the sector most relevant for them, and to focutherskills that will be dealt with during the seiain

3.3. Introductory Activities at the Seminar

After welcoming the participants, the coordinatalt ensure that they all have a good understanding
of what the seminar will be about and its timetable

The first activity of the seminar will be a briefdut session on the relevance of the CEFR in did fi
of testing. After this, the coordinator will prockwith one or both of the activities below, makege
that participants can draw on the work they haveedwrior to the seminar.

d) Sorting the text for the different levels in Tabksl
This is a good activity to relate the seminar ®work done individually before the seminar.

» Participants are presented with a sorting exefmsed on the Salient characteristics cells in
Table Al of this Manual, which simplifies CEFR Sent3.6. Level references should be
eliminated so that participants need to read tisergeors really carefully. The coordinator
presents the participants with a sheet contairiiedlO descriptors in a jumbled order. The task is
to assign the descriptors to levels-A&DR.

» Once the participants have finished this task,iarmatder to provide the “answer key”, the full
Table Al will be distributed.

* The coordinator then asks the participants to shangpairs or small groups — their views on the
salient features of each of the CEFR levels, orb#ses of their individual study of CEFR Table 1
and Section 3.6 (activity a), and the sorting eiserthey just undertook. One way to do this in a
concrete fashion is to ask the participants toligghkey elements in colour.

» As afollow up, participants could be asked whievel they feel might be the most relevant to
their professional work. Then they can be group#h @thers interested in the same level, and
given a checklist of CEFR descriptors for that lesach as can be found in the Swiss prototype
ELP available at www.sprachenportfolio.ch/esp_elBpius/index.htnfselect from left menu:
ELP Model 15+; Learners; Downloads).

e) Self-assessment using CEFR Table 2

This is a particularly good starting point for gpsuof participants who are already familiar witk th
European Language Portfolio. CEFR Table 2 is aromapt part of the ELP and often referred to as
the ELP grid.

2 The CEFTrain project was an EU Socrates fundedprapordinated by the University of Helsinki wiirtners from four
other countries: Italy, Austria, Germany and Spaicluding the involvement of Neus Figueras, ongéhefauthors of this
Manual.
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» Participants are asked to self-assess their abilityo foreign languages with the ELP grid
(CEFR Table 2). They then discuss this with neigiboThe amount of discussion so generated
should not be underestimated. It is important tolgthe discussion in such a way that
participants become aware of the existence of unreguage profiles and the session leader can
explain how the CEFR takes into account their eris¢ and fosters their recognition.

e ltis a good idea to supplement this initial selé@ssment (as ELP users are advised to do) by
consulting a checklist of CEFR descriptors forldwel concerned, such as can be found in the
Swiss prototype ELP already mentioned.

* As an alternative, or in addition, participants Iddoe asked to self-assess thaility of their
foreign language(s): how well they can do what tbay do. For this task one could use either:

a) CEFR Table 3 (Table C2) defining each level fordLiistic Range, Grammatical
Accuracy, Fluency, Coherence and Interaction

b) The CEFR Fluency Scale (English page 129), and racguScale (English page 114).

3.4. Qualitative Analysis of the CEFR Scales

Once the introductory activities phase has beerpteted, the Familiarisation phase should proceed
with more in-depth work and discussion of CEFR Iewe relation to the descriptors for the specific
skill concerned. The coordinator should seleceast one of the two options presented.

f) Sorting the individual descriptors from a CEFR dea

Descriptor sorting was used extensively in the S\wiwject which developed the CEFR descriptors,
in Portfolio development in several contexts, andaveral Finnish projects. This activity is effeet
because it forces participants to consider thergscs in isolation from each other as independent
criteria.

However, the activity requires some preparationitirgdbest to keep this activity relatively simple

* The coordinator prepares in advance envelopesafdr person or pair. Each envelope contains a
scale or several scales chopped up into their ito@st descriptors like strips of ticker tape. If
related scales are mixed, (e.g. Conversation, imibDiscussion, Turn-taking) it is best to ensure
that the total number of individual descriptors sloet exceed 40! If scissors are used for the
chopping, it is best to cut twice between each plaadjacent descriptors, discarding the empty
middle strip, in order to eliminate “clues” caudmdone’s skill at cutting straight! It is also aagb
idea to ask the participants not to write on thecdptors — so they can be used again.

* Participants, either individually or in pairs, theort the descriptors into levels. They may start
with “A”, “B” and “C” and then sub-divide, or gostight to the six levels, as they wish.

« Then they discuss with neighbouring participanisgpand reach a consensus.
e Then they compare their solutions with the righdvaer.

It is to be expected that some descriptors willrgeersed in the process, but generally, provided a
consensus-building phase has taken place, the will@ormally more or less repeat that in the CEFR
scales.

g) Reconstructing CEFR Table 2

This activity is a variant of the previous one, bsing CEFR Table 2 (the ELP grid) — itself
constructed from CEFR descriptors — rather thanFC&gales themselves. There is a multi-scale
variant (6 language activities x 6 levels = 36 digsaors) or a simpler version (one column = 6
descriptors). The chopped up cells of the tableagein best presented in an envelope.
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* One can provide an A3 piece of paper, blown up fileenELP grid, but with all the cells empty.
Participants can then be asked to place the déswito the correct cells.

« Symbols for the different skills can be put on descriptors to save participants from wasting
time in finding out that “I can use simple phraaad sentences to describe where | live and
people | know” is intended as a Spoken descripi@poken Production).

* This activity can also be done with only half tledl€in the table deleted. This is advisable with
big groups and also with rooms without big tables.

A combination of this reconstruction activity wiklf-assessment of own language level (c: above)
has been found to be particularly effective if dasdollows:

e Participants, in small groups, carefully read aisgwss each descriptor to reconstruct the table.
The coordinator supervises group work and helgatafy doubts about the interpretation of the
different descriptors.

* The coordinator distributes a copy of the completed “whole” CEFR Table 2 for participants to
check their reconstruction exercise and to fatditfiscussion.

« Participants are asked to self-assess their owwlkdge of foreign languages (first individually)
and then to discuss it with their group in term&&FR levels and skills, as these are described in
CEFR Table 2.

3.5. Preparation for Rating

Having assured a thorough familiarisation with @#€FR levels, the last phase of the familiarisation
can start. This involves preparing the participamtsiore detail for the rating of tasks and
performances in the relevant skill(s). If the wtolfollow is to assess reading and listening taskg,
the coordinator may decide not to carry out acti@iit Activity (h) is — on the contrary — mandagor
for each skill before the rating starts.

h) Reconstructing CEFR-based rating Grid to be used
The coordinator will prepare this activity on thesks of the scale to be used to rate the
tasks/performances.

The exercise is done in exactly the same way agitded in (f) (sorting CEFR descriptors) above.

An alternative to the sorting technique with chappescriptors in an envelope is to use a checklist-
type form with the levels of the skill descriptgusnbled. The participants then have to label each
descriptor with its correct CEFR level (as desatilve(d) above).

The coordinator prepares an “answer key” chectdigfive to the participants after a good number of
descriptors have been discussed and “correcteti’thit whole group.
i) lllustrating the CEFR levels with student videog@erformances

This activity provides a very good, tangible grasphe CEFR levels and is relevant even if the
participants are not going to be working on spegkin

The activity can only be carried out if the cooator has access to the published CEFR illustrative
sample performances. Care should be taken in Bejdbibse performances which are most relevant to
the participants in terms of level and age groupe 3uggested procedure is as follows:

* The coordinator plays the selected performance(s® and asks the participants to assign a level
to it according to Table Al.
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Before discussion participants are given CEFR Talfleable C2) and are asked to confirm their
initial level assignment individually.

The coordinator then fosters discussion in grodpkenlevel(s) assigned in relation to the
descriptors in CEFR Table 3 (Table C2).

The coordinator gives the participants the leveigaged to the performance in the published video
and distributes the documentation for it, whichestavhy this is the case, with reference to the
descriptors of CEFR Table 3 (Table C2).

Table 3.1: Time Management for Familiarisation Acti  vities

Familiarisation

—*

can be organised independently from any otheritrgiactivity, and can be recycled at the staf
of the Specification and the Standardisation aixivi

takes about 3 hours:

Brief presentation of CEFR Familiarisation semibgathe coordinator (30 mins)

— Introductory activity (d—e) and discussion (45 mins)
— Qualitative activity (f—g) including group work (45 mins)
— Preparation for rating (h—i) (45 mins)
— Concluding (15 mins)

Table 3.2: Documents to be Prepared for Familiarisa  tion Activities

Preparatory pack (to be sent to participants by @osmail), with instruction sheet:

- Table 1 inthe CEFR

- Section 3.6

— Question checklists based on those CEFR refletiiotes (at end of each chapter) best suited
to context

Copies of jumbled edited descriptors of salientabiristics on Table 2.1 for all participants
Copies of Table Al in the Manual for all participgan
Copies of CEFR Table 2 for all the participant$ ¢ahtexts)

Cut up versions of CEFR Table 2 for group work ¢alhtexts, one set per envelope, one
envelope per working group)

Cut up CEFR scales, as appropriate to the assessnwgrestion (more detailed briefing on a

particular skill: one chopped scale per envelopee®mpes for each working group), e.g.

- for Speaking: (1) Overall Spoken Interaction; (Ppken Fluency; (3) General Linguistic
Range

— for Listening: (1) Overall Listening Comprehensi@®) Understanding Conversation
Between Native speakers, (3) Listening to Audio Methd Recordings

Copies of ELP checklists of descriptbfsr one or two particular levels across the wisaeof
CEFR scales (more detailed briefing on a particighae|)

% For this purpose, only descriptors from a validdE&#® should be used; it should be possible to teach ELP adapted
wording back to an original CEFR descriptor — assfaample in the descriptor bank prepared by Gurlebneider and
Peter Lenz on www.coe.int/portfolio
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Table 3.2: Documents to be Prepared for Familiarisa  tion Activities (continued)
e Copies of CEFR Table 3 (Table C2) when applicable
e Selection of two student videoed performances fooitmlished illustrative samples

» Documentation for the performance samples to bé use

Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

« how well the overall aims and functions of the CEf&familiar to the panel

« what strategy is needed to consolidate familiarsatvith the CEFR

« whether panellists should be asked to (re-)readaieichapters/sections in addition to CEFR 3
« which CEFR Question Boxes might be most useful

« whether a CEFR “pre-task” should be collected am@kysed, or done informally

« which CEFR scales would be best to use for sodkegcises

« whether to use CEFR illustrative samples on DVihit stage

* a method of knowing whether more familiarisationeeded-e.g. a CEFR quiz?

« whether the outcomes of the Familiarisation phaggest any changes to the planning
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Chapter 4

Specification
4.1. Introduction
4.2.  General Description of the Examination
4.3. Available Specification Tools
4.3.1. Manual Tables and Forms
4.3.2. Content Analysis Grids
4.3.2.1. The CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listemg & Reading
4.3.2.2. The CEFR Content Analysis Grids for Spealkg & Writing
4.3.3. Reference Works
4.4,  Procedures
4.5.  Making the Claim: Graphical Profiling of Relationship of the Examination to the CEFR

25



4.1, Introduction

This chapter deals with the content analysis afxamination or test in order to relate it to theFRE
from the point of view of coverage. This might bend by discussion, or by individual analysis
followed by discussion. The end product is a clhinthe institution concerned of a degree of linking
to the CEFR based on Specification, profiling tleiamination in relation to CEFR categories and
levels.

However, as pointed out in Chapter 2, such a claakes little sense unless it is accompanied by
evidence of good practice, internal validity ané@uahte quality procedures for all the steps otdbke
development and administration cycle.

The chapter has three aims:

To contribute to increasing awareness:
« of the importance of good content analysis of lagguexaminations;
« of the CEFR, especially its descriptor scales;
« of the rationale for relating language examinatitinan international framework like the
CEFR;
» of ways in which the CEFR can be exploited in plagrand describing language
examinations.

To define minimum standards in terms of:
< the quality of content specification in languagaminations;
« the process of linking examinations to the CEFR.

To provide practical support to help users to:
e complete the proposed content analysis and liniogess;
e provide evidence of internal consistency and costralidity;
e report a claim that makes the results of the exatitin in question more transparent to both
the users of examination results and to test takersselves.

The specification procedures outlined in the chaiptelve four steps:

» assuring adequate familiarisation with the CEFRa(iiér 3);

< analysing the content of the examination or tesju@stion in relation to the relevant
categories of the CEFR; should an area testedenobwered by the CEFR, the user is asked
to describe it;

« profiling the examination or test in relation tetrelevant descriptor scales of the CEFR on
the basis of this content analysis;

* making a first claim on the basis of this contamlgsis that an examination or test in
question is related to a particular level of thdeFBE

The procedures involve three types of activity
« familiarisation activities as described in Chafggr
« filling in a number of checklists with details alhdle content of the language examination;
» using relevant CEFR descriptors to relate the laggiexamination to the levels and
categories of the CEFR.

This Specification process gives examination prergdhe opportunity to:
e increase the awareness of the importance of a goa#nt analysis of examinations;
» become familiar with and use the CEFR in planning describing language examinations;
* describe and analyse in a detailed way the coofeart examination or test;
* provide evidence of the quality of the examinatonest;
* provide evidence of the relation between examinatiests and the CEFR,;
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e provide guidance for item writers;

* increase the transparency for teachers, testanjipation users and test takers about the
content and quality of the examination or test imdelationship to the CEFR. The forms to
be filled in have an awareness-raising functiow¢pss) and are also sources of evidence to
support the claim made (product).

The procedures that are proposed in this chapeenatrthe only ones that exist. They have been
designed for the current purpose. Users may wislomgult other procedures published in the
literature for relating an examination to a framexvitrough descriptive analysis (e.g. Aldersonlet a
(1995: Chapter 2), Davidson and Lynch (1993; 20D¢ych and Davidson (1994; 1998).

4.2. General Description of the Examination

The first step in embarking on a linking projectdglefine and describe clearly the test that ingyto
be linked to the CEFR. Does the test have suffigigernal validity? Are there areas in which fuath
development work would be advisable in order toease or confirm the quality of the test and thus
the meaningfulness of the result of the subsedirimg project? Experience in the case studies
which piloted the preliminary version of this Mahshowed that this process offered an excellent
opportunity to step back from operational concenmd reflect on the extent to which the examination,
and procedures associated with it, was meetirgrts. This is an awareness-raising process which
cannot be undertaken by a single researcher orteamber. Sometimes, this exercise throws up a
lack of coherence between official test specifaragi which may not have been revised for some
years, and the test in practieas represented by forms of the test administereedent sessions. The
exercise is certainly easier to complete if fortest specifications exist. If they do not exisg th
process of completing the forms associated with¢hapter will help the user to consider aspeets th
should be included in such a specification.

Section A2 in the Appendix contains the followirmgrhs:

Al: General Description of the Examination
A2: Test Development

A3: Marking

A4: Grading

A5: Reporting Results

A6: Data Analysis

A7: Rationale for Decisions

To complete the forms, users should have availadle the specification and copies of the last three
administered test forms. If the subject of theiligikproject is a suite of examinations at different
levels, the forms should ideally be completed gwreindividual exam.

Form Al asks for definition of the examination posp and objectives, and target population, plus an
overview of the communicative activities testea, thifferent subtests and subsections and the
information and results made available to testauser

Forms A2—-A6 describe the most important stepsérettamination cycle. They require information
about the development of the examination, marlgnggding, reporting results and data analysis, as
described below:

* the test development process (Form A2);

» the marking schemes and scoring rules for diffesebtests (Form A3);

» the grading and standard setting procedures fterdiit subtests (Form A4);
* the reporting of results (Form A5);

« the analysis and review procedures (Form A6).
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Form A7 (Rationale) is the opportunity for the exaation provider to explain and justify decisions.
For example: why are these areas tested and rexs@thiVhy is this particular weighting used? Why is
double marking only used in exceptional cases® [mofile of results across subtests (or skills) is
provided, why is this? Is it a reliability issueapolicy decision?

Form A8 then records the institution’s initial @sétion of the overall CEFR level at which the
examination or test is situated.

Initial Estimation of Overall CEFR Level

O A1 OBl Qc1
) ) )
O A2 QB2 QcC2
&) &) )

Short rationale, reference to documentation

Form AS8: Initial Estimation of Overall ExaminationLevel

The detailed specification process is reportedoimis A9-A22. (Please see Appendix A, Sections
A2-A5). Form A23 presents the outcome of this speatiion process as a graphic profile of the
examination coverage in relation to the most retecategories and levels of the CEFR. This form is
discussed with an example in Section 4.4.

The procedures described here have been designgg:fourrent publication. They are, of course, not
the only ones that have been developed with theospecifying examination test tasks and users
may wish to consult other procedures publishetiéniterature for relating an examination to a
framework through descriptive analysis (e.g. Aldarst al 1995; Davidson and Lynch 2002), or other
instruments that exist for the content analysiaroéxamination.

The procedures should be followed in the same wapdth general purpose examinations and
examinations for specific purposes. The CEFR idisifusses domains (public, personal, educational,
occupational) and the main reason for the groupfr@pmmunicative language activities under
Reception, Interaction, Production, Mediation rathen the traditional four skills is precisely
because this categorisation encompasses educadimhalccupational activities more effectively.

4.3.  Available Specification Tools

There are three different types of CEFR-based tbalsare available — in addition to the CEFR
publication itself, available in 36 languages &t time of writing:

« the tables and forms in the Appendices to this Minu

« Content Analysis Grids that offer the possibiliywtork at the more detailed level of individual
test tasks, classifying them by standard criteria;

« reference works for different languages: especiaful for linguistic specifications.
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4.3.1. Manual Tables and Forms

This chapter refers to a set of tables derived filoeenCEFR descriptor scales, with related forntdlto
in. Since the CEFR is designed to be comprehengigeyumber of forms in this chapter is quite
extensive. The forms in this chapter can be four8actions A2AS5 in the Appendix, but are also
available for downloading on the website www.cdédang

Forms and related tables are provided for eacheo€Communicative Language Activities (CEFR
Chapter 4) and for the Aspects of Communicativeguage Competence (CEFR Chapter 5). The
forms are tools to provide a detailed analysidhefdéxamination or test in question and to relaé th
examination/test to the relevant subscales of t8EFC In most of the forms, a short description,
reference and/or justification is asked for.

In case studies piloting this Manual, several usersmented that completing these forms was a very
good way to review and evaluate the coverage oétlaeination and to re-assess its fithess for its
stated purpose.

4.3.2. Content Analysis Grids

The CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listening & Remdand the CEFR Content Analysis Grids for
Speaking & Writing have been developed to offersisé the Manual an opportunity to operate at a
greater level of detail than that provided solghtlire CEFR subscales, and the associated tables in
Appendix A referred to in Section 4.2. above, simechvidual test tasks are categorised.

In case studies piloting this Manual, some useptoied these Grids and found them more useful to
their purposes than the actual forms referred tvw@bUsers who are interested in using the Marmwal t
assist in the development of a new examinatiow onake a formal critical review of an existing
examination or test may find them particularly usef

The most recent copies of the Grids plus illusteasamples using completed Grids can be
downloaded from www.coe.int/portfolio

4.3.2.1. The CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listeing & Reading

The CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listening & Rempis an on-line tool that allows test
developers to analyse tests of Reading and Liggemirorder to relate them to the CEER
Information about each task, text and item in ## is entered into the Grid by specifying their
characteristics (e.g. text source, discourse tgstinated difficulty level, etc.) from a set of iopis
derived directly or indirectly from the CEFR. Theadyst must, however, be fully familiar with the
CEFR in order to use the Grid effectively. For liert guidance the system therefore also includes a
familiarisation component.

A link to the on-line version of the Grid is alseadlable on www.coe.int/portfolioThe direct link is
www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/projects/qgrid

A paper version of the Grid is included in AppenBix

4 With the financial support of the Dutch Ministr§ Bducation, a working group consisting of J. CaarAlderson (Project
Coordinator), Neus Figueras, Henk Kuijpers, Guntleld, Sauli Takala and Claire Tardieu developed restriiment for
describing and rating listening and reading tasiewing the CEFR as closely as possible. With furthiading from the
Dutch Ministry of Education the group developed aomputerized version which is available at
www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/projects/gridihis tool was originally referred to informallg &rhe Dutch Grid.”

- For more information see Section B1 in the Apprradid Alderson et al (2006). A full report on thejpct is available on
request from the Project Coordinator at c.aldersam@ister.ac.uk
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It is possible to supplement the Grid with new gatees (e.g. related to the curriculum/syllabus) in
the paper version.

While the Grid was developed to analyse testsadirg and listening, it can also be used as aittool
planning such tests. In certain case studies ddhiegiloting of this Manual, it was also used in
Standardisation training (See Chapter 5).

4.3.2.2. The CEFR Content Analysis Grids for Speakg & Writing

The CEFR Grids for the Analysis of Speaking andiNgriTaskshave also been designed to help users
to describe the features of their test tasks i to the CEFR in a standardised way. The Grids

be modified as the need arises, are each avadaltlee Council of Europe website. There are two
modes for each of the two Grids: one for analysis @ne for presentation/reporting. For more
information on the Grids, please see Appendix B2.

The Analysis (“Input”) Grids: These two Grids are suitable for use in workshaopshich

participants complete the Grid(s) for a given ddest tasks. The aim is to profile the features of
tasks, expected performances (answer length, disetypes, register etc.) rating instruments and
feedback given to candidates. An example taskderapanied by this analysis plus a sample answer
complete with score allocated and a commentary.Qitds are useful for training task developers for
standardising test tasks presented for differerguages at the same level.

Completing the Grids can also form a useful bridgeveen Specification and Standardisation of the
interpretation of CEFR levels with illustrative sales (See Chapter 5). They can also be used to
select local samples that are going to be usebdiachmarking (See Chapter 5).

The Presentation (“Output”) GridsThis simpler form of the Grids is intended to regbe

description of the test tasks created with the ¥sialGrid (for Speaking or Writing) discussed ahove
They provide the detailed information which, whepgemented by appropriate references to the
CEFR qualitative criteria (e.g. CEFR Table 3; Mdriable C.2) for each benchmarked sample, can
provide the basis for good documentation and exatioin user guides.

4.3.3. Reference Works

The content analysis in the Specification procesltai&es as its main reference point the CEFR itself
However, as a common framework the CEFR is by d&finlanguage-independent. For detailed
content specifications for specific languages fttiewing supplementary reference works may be
useful:

* The series of content specifications related tdQBER, which were developed in association with
the Council of Europe in the 19#1990sbeforethe development of the CEFR. For English the
list of specifications is as follows: ABreakthrougf A2: Waystag (van Ek and Trim 2001a);

B1: Threshold Levelvan Ek 1976; van Ek and Trim 2001b); BZ&antage Levefvan Ek and Trim
2001c).

® The Speaking and the Writing Grids were each prediby the ALTE Manual Special Interest Group ingeration with
the Council of Europe. The history of the Grids ddiack to thé\LTE Content Analysis ChecklisBeveloped with
LINGUA funding (93-09/1326/UK-111) in 1993, the aimas to facilitate systematic comparison of exatimmamaterials
across various languages. In the development dbthis described here, attention was also paitidgavork of the Dutch
Construct Project — which produced the Listening Redding Grid.

® Breakthroughhas not been published, but is available fromGbencil of Europe and ALTE Secretariats.
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4.4.

The series of CEFR-related “Reference Level DeBonp” that have been developed for different
languagesincethe development of the CEFR. An up-to-date listlsarfiound at
www.coe.int/langand includes the following:
— for German: Glaboniat, M., Mller, M., Schmitz, lRusch, P., Wertenschlag, L.
(2002/5)Profile Deutsch (A$A2. B1-B2. C1-C2), Berlin: Langenscheidt;
— for French: Beacco et al (2004, 2006, 2007, 2008¢au B2/A2/A1/A1.1 pour le
francais: un réferentiel;
- for Spanish: Instituto Cervantes (200Vyeles de referencia para el espafiol — Plan
Curricular del Instituto Cervantes: Al, A2-B1, BZ;C?2);
- for Italian: Parizzi, F. and Spinelli, B. (forthcamg) Profilo della Lingua Italiana
Firenze: La Nuova ltalia.

Procedures

The procedures involve consulting the CEFR, theefglices to this Manual and other sources
referred to above, before systematically completiregseries of forms provided in Appendix A and
available electronically from www.coe.int/lang

1.

Selecting the PanelA first step is the setting up of a panel of expérdm within and (if
possible) from outside the organisation or institaimd to designate a coordinator. The group of
internal and external experts should consist afesgntatives of the different key stages in
language testing development.

Familiarisation: Before starting the Specification procedures, @gsential that the panel
becomes familiar with the CEFR itself. Therefore fitace to start is with the Familiarisation
Activities in Chapter 3.

Selection of Approach:Afterwards, the group needs to become familiar withdifferent forms
and the related tables, plus the other specificatols outlined in Section 4.2 and take decisions
on the approach to be taken and the forms andids @ be completed. It is not intended talht
the forms in Appendix A should be completed. It trhes stressed that only those forms relevant
to the content of the examination should be coreplghe group selects those forms that are
relevant for the analysis of the examination ingfe®. To give two examples: if an examination
consists of only vocabulary tasks, then only thevant forms should be filled in and only the
relevant vocabulary range scale should be lookelfl @b examination measures several linguistic
competences for different skills, more forms shdgdilled in and more scales should be looked
at.

The minimum standards that the following forms should be completed:

* the forms in Phase 1 (General Description+AT);

e Form A8 (Initial Estimation of Overall Examinatidevel);

» those forms — ranging from A9-A22 — that are retéva the examination or test tasks in
question;

*  Form A23 (Form A23: Graphic Profile of the Relatibip of the Examination to CEFR
Levels);

e Form A24 (Confirmed Estimation of Overall ExamimatiLevel);

* relevant evidence to support the claim made.

Communicative Language Activities:The forms for Communicative Language Activities
(Forms A9-A18) are normally completed first. As bagn said before, each of these forms can
be filled in by the appropriate person in the tositbn involved. However, a more interactive
procedure for filling in the forms may be desiraldlae information provided in the forms will be
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more reliable when more than one person has beelved. So each member of the panel fills in
one or more of the selected forms. After havingdilin the forms the panel meets and comes to

agreement on what has been filled in.

Table 4.1 gives an overview of the forms and rel@&FR scales that are provided. At the end of
most of the forms users are asked for a compadgtre subtest concerned with a relevant CEFR

subscale.
Table 4.1: Forms and Scales for Communicative Langu  age Activities

Form Communicative Language Activity Form Scale
A9 Listening Comprehension v v
Al0 Reading Comprehension v v
All Spoken Interaction v v
Al2 Written Interaction v v
Al13 Spoken Production v v
Al4 Written Production v v
Al5 Integrated Skill Combinations v

Al16 Integrated Skills v v
Al7 Spoken Mediation v

Al18 Written Mediation v

Table 4.2: CEFR Scales for Aspects of Communicative

Language Competence

RECEPTION | INTERACTION |PRODUCTION MEDIATION
Listening | Reading| Spoken Written Spoken Written Spoken Written
Interaction | Interaction | Production | Production | Mediation | Mediation
Linguistic Competence
= General Linguistic Rangev’ v v v 4 4 v v
= Vocabulary Range v v v v v v v v
= Vocabulary Control v v v v v v
= Grammatical Accuracy v v v v v v
= Phonological Control 4 v v
= Orthographic Control 4 v v
Socio-linguistic
Competence
= Socio-linguistic v 4 v v v v v v
Appropriateness
Pragmatic Competence
= Flexibility v v v v
= Turntaking v
= Thematic Development | v v v v v v v
= Cohesion and Coherencev’ v v v v v
= Spoken Fluency v v v
= Propositional Precision | v v v v v v
Strategic Competence
= |dentifying cues/inferring| v’ 4 v v
= Turntaking (repeated) v
= Cooperating v v
= Asking for clarification v v
= Planning v v v
= Compensating v v v v v v
= Monitoring and Repair v v 4 4 v v
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5. Communicative Language CompetenceNext, the forms for Aspects of Communicative
Language Competence should be completed (FormsA2®. Table 4.2. gives an overview of
the different communicative competences for whighrimation can be provided. This section is
organised in a different way. First the CEFR dgdors are provided in a tabular form. Secondly,
users are asked to fill in the relevant form onldhsis of an analysis of the examination or test
tasks in question. At the end of each form usersaaked to compare the examination with the
relevant CEFR scale presented beforehand. A déscrignd an indication of the level should be
given for each of the aspects of competences disshed in the CEFR that are relevant. The
same group of experts can complete the forms intaractive way.

The forms are provided in the following order:
* Reception (Form A19);
e Interaction (Form A20);
e Production (Form A21);
¢ Mediation (Form A22).

For Mediation no CEFR scale is provided. Usersagked to refer to the descriptors for Reception
and Production.

4.5, Making the Claim: Graphical Profiling of Relationship of the Examination to the CEFR

Once the examination has been analysed in teriine @fategories of the CEFR, the result of the
content linking should be profiled graphically. $lgraphical presentation profiles the content ef th
examination in question in terms of the relevanEREubscales for Communicative Language
Activities and for Aspects of Language Competesee the example of a completed Form A23
below).

C2

C1

B2.2

B2

B1.2

Bl

A2.2

A2

Al

o
»

Overall | Listening | Reading | Social Informat- | Notes, Socioling- | Pragmatic | Linguistic
Conver- ion Messages | uistic
sation Exchange | and Forms

Form A23: Graphic Profile of the Relationship of tnExamination to CEFR Levels (Example)
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On the chart, the Y-axis (vertical, on the lefnesents the CEFR levels. On the X-axis overall
language proficiency and communicative languagwities and aspects of language competence
should be represented. Each column should be éabeith relevant categories from the CEFR. The
cells of the chart that are covered by the exanananh question should be shaded. If the examinatio
requires a higher level in some categories, this e shown with shading, as in the example Form
A23 above.

The labelling of the columns on Form A23 will natcessarily be the same as the names given to the
subtests of the examination. Some columns may icldnwith subtests, but other columns may also be
added. For example, the examination might not laaseparate subtest for linguistic competence, but
the examination provider may wish to indicate teraghe level of linguistic competence required.

The emphasis in the procedures presented in thjgehlies on botprocessandoutcome Users are
encouraged to go through a process of contentsinglpnd linking. It is strongly advised to
reconsider every interim claim that has been madimgl the process. It is quite possible that the
initial estimation of the relationship to the CEFRt was given in Form A8 will need to be revised.
The user should revisit the analysis and make aidered judgment. The estimation (Form A8) is
confirmed or revised in Form A24.

The following chapters of this Manual provide instrents to provide further evidence for the claim.
Further research and in-depth analysis at latgestenay cause a change to the claims made here. So
the accuracy of the claim is subject to an extenmiedess of verification that builds an argument.
Examination providers are urged to involve collesgin a process of discussion and interaction when
completing the process.

Confirmed Estimation of Overall CEFR Level

U AL Bl oc1
O O O
O A2 QB2 Qc2
O O )

Short rationale, reference to documentation. If thé form presents a different conclusion
to the initial estimation in Form A8, please commeinon the principal reasons for the
revised view.

Form A24: Confirmed Estimation of Overall Examinain Level

Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

« whether information or data needs to be collected/ar analysed before embarking on the
Specification stage

* whether to use the CEFR Content Analysis Grids

» whether all examinations/tests are appropriate@&FR-linking

* whether completing the Specification stage suggestchanges in the initial planning in the use
of the Manual

» whether the experience of completing the Speadiicgthase suggests changes in the existing fest
that might be taken into account at the next planmgorm

* how they will conclude that Specification has beampleted successfully
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5.1. Introduction

The purpose of the linking process is to enablategorisation of test takers in terms of the
proficiency levels of the CEFR, in such a way tihé categorisation reflects in a truthful way whsat
meant by the CEFR. If a student is categorisedla®Be has to be quite sure that this studentlis we
characterised by the “Can Do” descriptors for tligl. This is the basic question of validity ahd t
procedures to follow are referred to as standatthggsee Section B in the Reference Supplement to
this Manual).

The way that levels are assigned to test takdssrfalghly in two broad classes. Either the
categorisation is based on a single holistic judgrbg the teacher or examiner, or the test
performance results in a numerical score. The foappears mainly with productive skills, while the
latter is the common situation for receptive skillee distinction, however, is not that clear-dnta
writing examination two or three tasks might beegivand each task can be scored on a number of
analytical criteria. The sum of the obtained scimea test taker can then in principle be treateitie
same way as a score on a reading test with a nunfilseparate items. To avoid misunderstandings
about this, the two cases will be referred to dg@tt test (tests-with-a-numerical-score) anddire
tests (holistically-rated-tests), respectively.

« Direct Tests: In holistically rated tests, the judgment on tixeel (here the six CEFR levels)
is direct, and therefore it is important to assasers in giving valid judgments. The main tool
used for this special type of standard settingikedbenchmarking.Benchmarking involves
providing one (or more) typical sample(s) to ilhasé performance at a given level both for
standardisation training and to serve as a poirgfefence in making future decisions about
performances of candidates.

« Indirect Tests: For tests with a numerical score, performance statschave to be set. A
performance standard is the boundary between tvadd®n the continuum scale reported by
a test that is represented by a “cut-off scoretugoff score of 30, for example, says that a
numerical score of 30 or more on the tests gratgsed of a particular level (e.g. B1) or
higher, while a lower score points to a level lotve&n the level of the cut-off score (here:
B1). The process to arrive at a cut-off score immonly referred to astandard settingin
the case of receptive skills (reading and listenorgunderlying competences (grammar,
vocabulary), cut-off scores need to be decided upon

Both benchmarkingandstandard settingare procedures which require group decisions, imimic¢urn
have to be carefully prepared by appropriate tngini he main purpose of the present chapter is to
give guidance for this training.

As benchmarking is a natural end product of traninis included in the present chapter.

Standard setting, on the other hand, is a compligely discussed and in many respects a
controversial topic, with a lot of literature. Thecedures for standard setting are therefore siistl
separately in Chapter 6. The coordinator can demidine standard setting method(s) that best suits
their context or purpose from the range describe@hapter 6, the Reference Supplement and the
extensive literature on the subject.

Nevertheless, although the exact procedures towollill depend on the standard setting method(s)
selected, in the majority of the cases they wilklmailar to those described in the following seati®f
this chapter.
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5.2. The Need for Training

The literature on standard setting includes nungereferences to the importance of the panel that
recommends the cut-off score(s) or performancedatal and discusses at length issues related to:
how such a panel should be formed; how many pate(l+ judges) it should involve; what
background, skills, subject knowledge and expepaseellists should have; how, when and for how
long they should be trained.

Detailed and useful information on how to plan andedule activities prior and related to standard
setting procedures is provided by Kaftandjievaéat®n B of the Reference Supplement to this
Manual (2004), Hambleton and Pitoniak (2006), aieiCand Bunch (2007).

The aim of this section is to describe a seriggrofedures:
(a) to help panellists to implement a common understanof the CEFR levels;
(b) to verify that such a common understanding is agdeand

(c) to maintain that standard over time.

The guidelines which follow draw on the experienoected from the reports of applications of
different approaches and procedures in the pilaifrtis Manual, and on the consultation of the
literature available.

Standardisation training in relation to the CEFRels involves four steps:
e carrying out the CEFR familiarisation activitiessdgbed in Chapter 3;

e working with exemplar performances and test taskschieve an adequate understanding of
the CEFR levels;

» developing an ability to relate local test taskd parformances to those levels;

» ensuring that this understanding is shared byaatigs involved and is implemented in a
consistent fashion.

Before starting the training, the appointed faaitit(s)/coordinator(s) (henceforth “coordinator”)
should read carefully the present Manual and tbéow up the recommended literature references
that are considered relevant in the context.

In order to help visualise the work that trainingagdls, a Summary Table (Table 5.5) is providethat
end of this chapter. Table 5.5 can be used bytutisins in order to estimate the amount of resairce
that need to be set apart for the whole processtdliie may also be useful for coordinators, who ca
use it as a working checklist to plan and moniber process.

The order in which the stages of the process asepied is not random. Training with spoken and
written samples of performance — which are rateekctly — is easier for the participants than the
training with listening and reading items. Listegis the most difficult skill to work on and so st

be treated last. Several case studies pilotind/tdveual showed a considerably higher level of rater
agreement and a lower spread of scores for pragdustimples than for reception items. This order is
recommended as the most effective, but it willairse be modified according to the needs and
constraints of the context.

More detailed guidelines for planning, includingeexplar tables, figures and documents, can be found
in Chapter 13Scheduling Standard-setting Activitieg Cizek and Bunch (2007).

Once training is completed, and common agreemetit@assessment of illustrative samples is
considered adequate (maximum spread equal to aha half levels, e.g. A2+ to B1+), work with
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local learner performances can start in order toycaut benchmarking (samples of production) or
standard setting (for indirect tests with a nunarécore).

5.3. Advance Planning

The coordinator is responsible for:
* The rationale to be followed, based upon this Maaod related literature.

» Decisions on what types of expertise should be dramvand who should be involved in which
roles at which stage.

« Decisions on the size and composition of the pahgidges. Twelve to fifteen judges can be
considered a minimum, and experience in piloting kanual and other standard setting projects
suggests that it is a good idea to include patelisternal to the institution producing the test i
guestion, and experts/stakeholders representifeyelit viewpoints.

« Mobilising for the judging panel(s) local professabs with particular experience in:

- working with the CEFR;

— producing syllabus and test specifications;

— assessing productive skills in relation to defiodteria,;

- language test development and item writing;

— coordinating and training groups of teachers ongérars.

« Obtaining copies of CEFR illustrative samples, fthesr related documentation.

e The brief for collecting, to a locally defined stiamd format, the materials which will be used:

— the local scripts of students’ writing and videoardings of students’ spoken performances
that will be used to benchmark local performanoeth¢ CEFR illustrative performance
samples and the CEFR itself;

— the local test tasks that will be worked on injiidgment sessions.

« The decision whether to use the CEFR “plus levetsiot. Calibrated descriptors are available for

levels A2+, B1+ and B2+.

* The preparation, development and photocopyingefhthterials to be used in the different stages

of the process (see Table 5.5 for detail):

- CEFR descriptors;

- CEFR tables and rating instruments (e.g. CEFR Tabléanual Table C},
- selection of illustrative CEFR performance sampled tasks;

- selection of local performance samples and / aalltest items;

- reporting forms and documents to record informatinrihe sessions.

" CEFR Table 3: Common Reference Levels: Qualitative@spmf spoken language use. (English: pageg228-rench:
page 28.)

® Please consult the up-to-date list of availabléen@s on www.coe.int/portfolidkt the time of writing, spoken and written
samples for adult learners are available for Engksench, German and Italian, with Spanish belagned to follow. A
second CD of test tasks and items is currently bpiepgared; this CD includes a wider range of mdtedgginating from
case studies in piloting the Manual. A 2008 projecross-linguistic benchmarking of spoken samiem French 1618
year olds will later produce DVDs showing perforroain English, French, German, Spanish and Italian.
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* Checking that enough rooms are available to almvgfoup work and that all facilities needed
are available — including tables or desks if wogkivith writing samples of booklets of reading
and listening items.

* The collection and analysis of data from the tragrsessions, presentation and copying of relevant
results (e.g. empirical difficulty values of itenmatings of other groups with samples) so as td fee
these into the sessions if and when appropriate.

* The organisation of the training sessions themsalva way best adapted to the local context.
The coordinator will have to decide on the numldgrasticipants per session as well as on the
best timing and organisation. This includes:

— deciding on who is to be invited (teachers/exansifitem writers) to which sessions and
whether preparation for the sessions needs toa@myrding to the audience concerned,;

— ensuring the right atmosphere and appropriate gngup

— planning enough time (see below) to provide opputites for extensive and in-depth
reflection and discussion, which will contributeachieving consensus in judgments;

— summarising conclusions.

« The organisation of the documentation and repoxingork done at the training sessions, in
order to give accountability, and to provide suppar dissemination sessions and follow up
sessions.

« The planning of continuous verification and on-gpimonitoring, dissemination and follow up
actions.

Time Required: The time required will depend on:

* the expertise of the participants from attendirgymus rater training sessions;
* whether they are already familiar with the useabing scales;

» their experience in item writing and in estimatitegn/task difficulty;

* whether pre-session familiarisation and practige @sing the “Dutch” CEFR Grid has been
arranged.

With experienced participants it may be possibleamplete the training for productive skills in one
day, devoting the morning session to speaking laa@fternoon session to writing. Then one can
proceed to working with local performance sampleshe following day. Alternatively the first day
might be devoted exclusively to training and stadidéng activities with spoken performances, and
the following day to written scripts. On each daprk should start with standardised exemplar
performances in the morning and then proceed t& kamples in the afternoon.

The time required for training for receptive skiNgl depend not only on how familiar the participia
are with the process of scoring, selecting andngitest items and test tasks, how much concrete
feedback they have received on item/task diffiesltout also on the number of skills to be assegsed.
similar pattern to the one described above forldpgaor writing can be followed for each skill.tle
first receptive skill — as recommended in this Manuis reading, training with illustrative testrits
may take place in the morning and be followed endfternoon by the judgment of local test items.

39



5.4. Running the Sessions

The training should take place in working sessianshich participants are made familiar with the
CEFR, analyse and assess performances or testateimgach a consensus in terms of assigning them
to a CEFR level.

During the sessions, the appointed coordinatorésjesponsible for:

e Checking that participants achieve a good backgtaunderstanding of what the CEFR means
and the extent to which they are aware of how tBERC can contribute to improve their work.
The Familiarisation activities in Chapter 3 shobédused for this purpose.

« Ensuring, when rating performance samples, thagiaal progression is followed in order to
reach and reinforce consensus:

- lead in and illustration;
— individual rating;
— small group rating;
— whole group discussion.
« Collecting information and giving feedback throughas clearly and graphically as possible.

e Checking that an adequate consensus in the intatipreof the CEFR levels, as defined in the
instructions, has been reached in terms of botiCHER descriptors themselves and also in terms
of performances or test tasks that operationdlisat

After the training, the appointed coordinatorsrasponsible for ensuring that all necessary maseria
are available to all the members of the panel leefoe Benchmarking/Standard setting process starts.

5.4.1. Achieving and Verifying Consensus

Throughout each session coordinators should imatements and discussion and summarise
judgments in the way considered most appropriatieinvine context, in order to reach a reliable
consensus.

It should be remembered that, as in any assessomyy session, asking trainees to estimate thed lev
of an already standardised sample is an exerctbeawight answer. The correct answer is released
only at a later stage by the coordinator. Unlik¢hie benchmarking or standard setting activities th
follow, at this stage the group is not being indite form a consensus on the level of the sample
irrespective of previous evidence — but rathertive at the pre-established correct answer by
applying the criteria.

This requires a certain skill on the part of therdinator (a) to steer the group towards the right
answer in these important initial experiences, @do avoid publicly exposing participants who are
too strict or too lenient in their interpretatioefbre they have had a chance to tune in with Hisitrg

— since this may upset them and destabilise tagbr jJudgments. The amount of time that this preces
takes should not be underestimated. It is esseatialest the necessary time for training before
moving on to working with local samples.

There are two schools of thought as to how to dteegroup to the right consensus.
Sensitive Approach:The first school suggests a sensitive approadtatiads embarrassing

participants by maintaining anonymity of rating.i§ hpproach also ensures that participants record
their individual judgment before discussion, aré‘hallied”, and that the consensus which gradually
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emerges is a genuine one. With this approach theidual is influenced by the other ratings: if a
participant is an “outlier”, he/she sees this aray ishift towards the mean.

« Rating slips that are passed around to the codadimathout comment safeguard privacy. In
order to trace the panellists in data collectianpiassible later analysis, nicknames (e.g. Mickey
Mouse) or numerical IDs pre-printed on the paperlmaused. Swift collation of the anonymous
slips onto an overhead projector or flip chart esggobut does not identify and embarrass
“outliers” — unless they choose to argue!

« Electronic voting can be used to the same effdw. fenchmarking seminars that produced the
French, German, Italian and Portuguese DVDs ussa@pproach. There are two rounds of
voting: individual voting before discussion; votit@confirm the consensus after the discussion.

Robust Approach: The second school of thought takes a more robysbaph: differences of

opinion need to be expressed and discussed iffepomnsensus is to be reached. Here the consensus
iS more conscious, as a result of argument — winiai be swayed by an articulate speaker. For this
reason, it is a good idea if the coordinator erssthiat the participants are familiar with the
standardised samples, and the reasons why a parteumple is a certain level, and the way this
relates to the descriptors.

Working in pairs or small groups is something m@pants usually find very enjoyable. The
coordinator can circulate and listen in to the uéston, where necessary steer a group in the right
direction, and ask for a report back from a mendbe&rach group. The main advantage of group or
pair work is that it naturally forces the partiaipgito use the defined criteria to justify theigments.
Tallying the results, with the coordinator compigtia grid on a flip chart or overhead transpareiscy,
a simple way of recording results.

Whichever of the two approaches is chosen, thedawator will need to calculate the percentage of
participants who agree on the different ratingsntar-rater correlation coefficients. The coordara
will need to decide whether, on this particularasion, to share the figure with participants, ifdne
she thinks this will contribute to training andiaoreased convergence in judgment.

It is also a good idea to give a graphic presesmaif the spread of ratings. Bar charts are pradiuce
easily with electronic voting. An alternative waydo this is by entering ratings into the data seur
for previously designed histogram in Microsoft Eixéethird method is to use the box plots produced
by the test analysis program SPSS.

5.5.Training with Oral and Written Performances

It may well be that illustrative performance sanspd@d/or test tasks are not yet available for the
language concerned. In that case we recommend ngowkith samples for a language that the panel
has in commonr provided panels possess a level of proficiendisflanguage, minimum B2/C1. If
this is the case, it will need to be reported amdinect training in the documentation.

The process starts with the analysis and assessfm€gFR illustrative performances of spoken
performance and continues (if appropriate) witlnsilfative scripts of written performance. The
majority of the illustrative spoken samples follavgimilar format which includes a spoken production
phase for each candidate (a sustained monologubiah one candidate explains something to the
other, who asks questions) followed by an InteasicRhase (in which the two candidates discuss an
issue spontaneousty)

® This format was adopted for the Swiss researcfegrthat developed the CEFR descriptor scale askdagn on the initial
(Eurocentres/Migros) DVD for English, which incldperformances from that project. This approactichwis not a test
situation, avoids examiner effects. It has beerptatbby the developers of the DVDs for adult leesrod French, Italian and
Portuguese and for the Council of Europe/CIEP DMidsdenager learners of English, French, Germaliatt and Spanish.
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For the assessment of writing, it is also importargee samples of both written interaction (ecges),
letters) and written production (e.g. descriptiatieries, reviews) from a candidate. This is
particularly important at lower levels.

It is important to note that in the illustrativengales it is the overall proficiency of the candilat
deduced from the complete performance that is yaiaicthe separate performances (monologue/
interaction) themselves. The documentation give=saaoned argument as to why the candidate is one
level and not another level, with explicit citatiohthe CEFR criteria (CEFR Table 3/Table C2 for
spoken performance; Table B4 for written perfornegndhat is to say, the assessment tasks are
designed to generate representative, complemesdanples of the candidates’ ability to perform
orally in the language. On the basisatifof the evidence available, the panellist usegtheeric

criterion descriptors (CEFR Table 3/Table C2) tkena judgment of the competence of the candidate
in as much as this can be deduced from the indyitmhited and imperfect sampling. The result — the
competence glimpsed through the performance —gerdionally referred to in English as
“proficiency”.

5.5.1. Spoken Performance

For this session it is essential that participasts an assessment grid made up of CEFR descriptors,
such as those provided in Appendix B. We strongbpmmend use of CEFR Tabl® given as
Table C2). In addition, panellists may find useful:

* asimplified, holistic assessment scale derivethf@EFR Table 3 (Table C1);

+ if “plus levels” are being employed, copies of fupplementary Grid based on CEFR Table
3 (Table C3);

* CEFR descriptor scales for Overall Interaction @werall Production;
» the CEFR scale for Phonological Control, in casy #re considered relevant

» astandard rating form to note their comments &sdyaed level for each performance (see
Forms C2 and C3 as examples).

The session is organised in three phases:

Phase 1: lllustration: The session starts with two or three CEFR illustegperformances that the
coordinator uses to introduce the levels. The doatdr plays the sample and then invites partidipan
to discuss the performance with neighbours. Atgpr@priate point the coordinator should bring the
group together, and elicit from the group the wawhich the performance illustrates the level
described on the CEFR Table 3 (Table C2) Grid,winglit is not the level described above or below.

It is best to play the whole recording of the saamplen though this may take 15 minutes. A
candidate’s performance in the Interaction Phasgebmasignificantly different (better or worse) than
performance in the Production Phase and — as nmetim the introduction, it is the candidate’s
overall proficiency in the skill concerned thatasbe rated - not one of their performances.

Selection of Samplesthe following advice is based on experience iotpiy the Manual, running the
benchmarking sessions that produced DVDs of ilitiste samples, and related projects.

10 CEFR Table 3: Common Reference Levels: Qualitatipects of spoken language use. English: page828-rench:
page 28.

1 Pronunciation is not included in CEFR Table 3 beeatis designed for use in international contextd raters
accustomed to working in a monolingual, nationailtegt can tend to be over-influenced by their latfamiliarity with the
accents of speakers of other mother tongues.
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* ltis a good idea to start with Levels Blor B2 amdhow samples of performance at adjacent
levels in order to encourage discussion of boueddetween levels, by referring to the criteria
(CEFR Table 3/Manual Table C2).

« The first of these illustrative examples shouldvglaoperformance with a relatively “flat profile”
across the categories of CEFR Table 3/Manual T@gle namely a speaker who is, for example,
B1, on all the categories Range, Accuracy, FlueGoherence, Interaction.

¢ One of these introductory standardised sampleddisbow a more uneven profile, e.g. when the
speaker is B1 for some categories but B2 or at B&s for others. Unless the issue of “uneven
profiles” is discussed early in the training, ityi@come a complication later on.

In order to highlight the fact that some candidaey have very uneven profiles and that the
different qualitative aspects (Range, Accuracyehtly, Coherence, Interaction) should be
considered separately, coordinators may wish tsidenrating several performances jigst one
aspect This counteracts the panellists’ natural tendgoa@llow their overall impression to
influence their judgments on each category (“h#flect’).

Use of Rating InstrumentsThe following advice is again based on experiengsloting the Manual,
running the benchmarking sessions that produced £aflllustrative samples, and related projects.

« Participants may be asked to first use only thestiolscale (Table C1) that simplifies the
CEFR Table 3 Grid (Table C2) in order to becomescausly aware of their global
impression of the candidates’ level, before thaysater the categories in the CEFR Table 3
(Table C2) Grid.

« Having formed an initial impression of the leveltbé performance, they should then consult
the more detailed descriptors for that level onGl#R Table 3 (Table C2) Grid, read the
descriptors for the level above and below for ezatlegory, and use the Grid to profile the
candidates’ performance.

« If “plus levels” are being used, they should cohth# supplementary Grid (Table B3) at this
point to decide if the candidate is a “strong” epdof the level — a “plus level”
performance.

e They should then use the descriptors on the CERRTAGrid (Table C2) and if appropriate
supplementary plus levels Grid (Table C3) to gufdsr discussion with their neighbour.

< During this discussion, they may wish also to ctirthe supplementary descriptor scales
mentioned above.

Phase 2: Practicein a second phase the role of the coordinator eetp individuals see if they are
still tending to be too strict or too lenient. ting is on paper, the coordinator will use thdatan

form (e.g. Form B3) to record the ratings ontcams$parency or on a flip chart. Throughout this phas
the coordinator should graphically show the pagvtiats their behaviour as a group and monitor the
discussion as discussed above, without embarrasglivgduals. If no form of anonymous voting is
being used, an effective technique here is torlisteo the group discussions, and when bringirg th
whole group together, to elicit “the answer” fronogps most likely to get it right

It is good practice for the coordinator to leadstdssion in the whole group aswby the candidate

is one level rather than the level above or thellbelow, with explicit citation of the criterion
descriptors. This helps to prevent participanigpgtig back to pre-conceived notions of CEFR levels
(often merely translated from another system) aakas it clear that the criterion descriptors aee th
sole point of reference.

Selection of SamplesAgain the use of two to three samples is recommeend
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Use of Rating InstrumentsCoordinators should decide in advance whether ndirnge to use the
global scale (Table B1) after the Illustration Rhdsis useful in that (a) it gives the participarplace
to start reading on the Grid (CEFR Table 3; Marale C2), and in that (b) it helps the participant
separate their initial impression from a considguglgment — especially if the two are recorded
separately as in the record form given as Form C2.

Phase 3: Individual AssessmentThe participants rate the rest of the performanudisidually, hand

in their rating slips, and then discuss the CERRIfethese performances have been assessed to
represent. It is recommended to continue to anglgs®rmances in chunks of three performances. In
this way the discussion will then be more easilyu®ed on standardisation — rather than detailed
discussion of the merits of certain performancé [ast chunk should show good agreement. That is
to say, the vast majority of participants shouldeagon the level, with the spread not exceeding one
and a half levels. For example, for a performaragegally agreed to be B1+, the spread of results
should not exceed the range B1 to B2; for a perdmice agreed to B1, the spread should not be more
than A2+ to B1+.

The session can end when this degree of agreenithim the group is reached and the coordinator
(and the participants) are satisfied with the degrfeconsensus in assessing standardised samples of
oral performance.

Again the use of two to three samples is recomntnde

Coordinators should decide in advance whether mtirnge to use the global scale (Table C1) after the
lllustration Phase. It is useful in that (a) it ggvthe participant a place to start reading orGitie

(CEFR Table 3; Table C2), and in that (b) it hethpes participants to separate their initial impressi
from a considered judgment — especially if the &am® recorded separately as in the record form given
as Form B2. However, it may be simpler to eliminate of the pieces of paper panellists are working
with. Experience shows that once panellists arasiomed to using CEFR Table 3 (Table C2), they
do not really need the scale (Table C1) to arrhananitial global impression.

Selection of Sampledt is recommended that at least one performanc€RER level is analysed,
assessed and discussed in the whole session.

Use of Rating InstrumentsDuring the discussions, in order to contribute twetier understanding of
the level, the coordinator will decide whethesitélevant to use further CEFR speaking scales and
justify in more detail the level assignment.

5.5.2. Written Performance

A process parallel to that recommended for spolefopmnances is recommended.

The Assessment Grid to refer to is Table C4 iniSed of the Appendix. This Grid is an extension

of CEFR Table 3, adding two columns on Descripaad on Argument that should only be used for
those particular text types.

Phase 1: lllustration: The session starts with two or three written penfamces that the coordinator

uses to illustrate the levels. For each samplea cafrtain point the coordinator should bring theugr

together, and elicit from the group the way in vihilbe performance illustrates the level described o
the Table C4 Grid, and why it is not the level dimxd above or below.
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Table 5.1: Time Management for Assessing Oral Perfo  rmance Samples

Group size recommended: maximum of 30 participants

Stage 1: Familiarisation 60 minutes
Stage 2: Working with Standardised Samples:

Phase 1: lllustration with circa three standardiseerformances. 60 minutes
Break

Phase 2: Controlled Practice with circa three stardised performances.| 60 minutes
Phase 3: Free Stage with circa three standardiseriopmances. 60 minutes
Lunch

Stage 3: Benchmarking Local Samples:

Individual rating and group discussion of circa d¢lerperformances. 60 minutes
Individual rating of circa five more performances. 60 minutes
Break

Planning follow-up activities and networking. 60nunies
Summing up, closure. 30 minutes

Documents and tools to be prepared

Photocopies for all participants:

e Assessment Grid CEFR Table 3/Manual Table C2.

« Assessment scale: simplifying the above: Tablef@brisidered necessary).

* “Plus Level” Grid: supplementing the above: Tabl8 @f considered necessary).
* Rating sheets for participants: examples as ForiasG3.

e Selection of and copies of the relevant complemgistzles or of Tables AR3.

Plus:

» Standardised videos of performances.

e Manual.

» Collation forms for coordinator and transparencyoffn B4).

e Local videos (to be recorded and/or selected adogrtb the brief for Case Studies).

Selection of Samples:

« The first of these illustrative examples shouldvglaoperformance with a relatively “flat profile”
across the categories of Table B4 (namely a wiites is, for example, B1, on all three categories

Range, Coherence and Accuracy, and equally godésatiption and argument).

* As with samples of spoken performance, the cootdimaay consider rating some scripts with

just one category in order to make participantsrawéthe “halo effect”.

e Itis recommended that one of these introductomypdes shows a more uneven profile, e.g. when
the writer is B1 for some categories but B2 oweast B1+ for others. Unless the issue of “uneven

profiles” is discussed early in the training, ityi@come a complication later on.

Use of Rating Instruments:

e The coordinator instructs the participants to résdscript, and consider the performance in

relation to the criteria in Table C4.
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Phase 2: Practicein this second phase — again using about threelsampthe role of the coordinator
is to help individuals see if they are still terglio be too strict or too lenient. If voting is paper, the
coordinator will use the collation form (e.g. Fo@8) to record the ratings onto a transparency.

Throughout this phase, the coordinator should dgeafiit show the participants their behaviour as a
group and monitor the discussion as discussed abatieut embarrassing individuals. If no form of
anonymous voting is being used, an effective taghmhere is to listen in to the group discussions,
and when bringing the whole group together, tatéfice answer” from groups most likely to get it
right.

Phase 3: Individual AssessmenfThe participants rate the rest of the performamnugisidually and
discuss the CEFR levels these performances havesteedardised to.

It is recommended to continue to analyse performsunt chunks of three performances. In this way,
the discussion will then be more easily focusedtandardisation — rather than detailed discusdion o
the merits of certain performances. The last chalnduld show good agreement. That is to say, the
great majority of participants should agree onlével, with the spread not exceeding one and a half
levels. For example, for a performance generaligedjto be B1+, the spread of results should not
exceed the range B1 to B2; for a performance ageBd, the spread should not be more than A2+ to
B1l+.

The session can end when this degree of agreenithir e group is reached.

Selection of Samples:

* As for spoken performance, it is recommended thissst one performance per CEFR level is
analysed, assessed and discussed in the wholersessi

Use of Rating Instruments:

* As during the discussion on oral production andranttion samples, the coordinator may decide
to use specific scales (e.g. Overall written proidne Creative writing, Reports and Essays) to
help reach agreement and better justify level ass@mts. Alternatively, coordinators might
distribute Tables A2 and A3, used in conjunctiothv@hapter 4 on Specification.

Table 5.2: Time Management for Assessing Written Pe  rformance Samples

Group size recommended: maximum of 30 participants

Introductory tasks (Familiarisation) 60 minutes
Working with Standardised Samples:

Phase 1: lllustration with circa three illustratiygerformances 60 minutes
Break

Phase 2: Controlled practice with circa threfve illustrative performances0 minutes
Phase 3: Free Stage with circa thrdiwe illustrative performances 60 minutes
Lunch

Benchmarking Local Samples:

Individual rating and group discussion of high, miEl and low 60 minutes
performances

Individual rating of circa five more performances 0 ®inutes
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Table 5.3: Documents and Tools to be Prepared for R ating Writing

Documents and tools to be prepared

Photocopies for all participants:

« Assessment Grid (Table C4)

« Rating sheets for participants: (Forms €23 give examples)

» Selection of and copies of the relevant complemgstales

Plus:

e Standardised scripts

* Collation forms for coordinator and transparencyofi C4)

e Local scripts to be selected according to the idefCase Studies)

5.6. Training with Tasks and Items for Reading, Lisening and Linguistic Competences

The objective of the activities described in thestn is to ensure that panellists can relate thei
interpretation of the CEFR levels to exemplar iteshs and tasks so that they can later build frios t
common understanding in order to:

« relate locally relevant test items to the CEFR lgve

e as added value, gain insights into developingitests that can eventually claim to be related to
CEFR levels.

The techniques described can be used for test ganhsest tasks used to evaluate receptive skits a
— where appropriate — to evaluate other aspedtgliage use, such as grammar and vocabulary.

Tasks which involve integrated skills (e.g. listemio a text and answering questions, and themusin
the information gained to make a summary) will neede considered from the point of view of the
difficulty of both the receptive and productive asfs of the task. There may be a deliberate diifare
in the difficulty level of the two parts of the kasnd this needs to be addressed in training. Item
difficulty may vary (and be varied systematicalfypne so wishes) depending on the read or heard
text, on the comprehension ability tested and errélsponse that the test taker needs to make to
indicate comprehension.

As with performance samples, training with illusitra tasks and items with known difficulty values
should take place first and then be followed byptaeess of analysing locally produced items
(Chapter 6).

Training with illustrative test tasks and itemslites, in this order:

1. Becoming fully aware of the range of CEFR subscafatescriptors for specific areas that are
available in the CEFR (see Chapter 4).

2. Identifying the content relevance of the tasks @l in terms of construct coverage vis-a-vis
CEFR levels and scales. As mentioned in Sectior 43¢ findings in the Dutch CEFR
construct project (Alderson et al 2d86and the resulting CEFR Content Analysis Grid for
Listening & Readinyf may be very useful.

3. Estimating the level each task and item representesms of the relevant CEFR descriptors.

12 Alderson, J.C. et al (2006) Analysing tests otiileg and listening in relation to the CEFR. 3(3B8. Language
Assessment Quarterly.

13 paper version in Appendix B1. Electronic versigrefy available on-line, with a training module, at
www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/projects/grid
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4. Discussing the possible reasons for discrepaneiggen estimated and empirically
established levels.

5. Confirming the level of difficulty against empiricdata.

It is essential to start with the skill of readimgthe same way that it is easier to work on spaked
written performance (which can be observed dirgthigin to work on receptive skills (which cannot
be observed), it is far easier to work on readimg) i)@reading texts and items in print (that can be
seen) than it is to work on listening items andd€which cannot be seen) in several rounds of
listening.

Once the process of assessing items for readingdescompleted, organising the session for the
skill of listening and working with listening texisll be easier, as the participants will alreagy b
familiar with the task to be done. The coordinateeds to decide how to organise the sessions and to
estimate the duration of the sessions, dependirigeonontext and the background of the participants

5.6.1. Familiarisation Required

Even if participants have already attended a géRarailiarisation session described in Chapter 3, a
sorting exercise with descriptors for the skill cemed before starting difficulty estimation and
standard setting is a necessary training exercise.

The CEFR provides overall, general scales (e.gcéBton”, “Overall Reading Comprehension”,
“Overall Listening Comprehension”), and also speatales that describe different receptive
language activities (e.g. “Listening as a MembearnfAudience”) and strategies (“Identifying Cues
and Inferring”).

Coordinators need to decide on the most relevatesdor the examination in the context in which it

is administered. Work should always start with gsigland discussion of overall scales (e.g. “OvVeral
Reading Comprehension”). Then the coordinators puay the most context relevant subscales for the
skill concerned (e.g. “Listening as a Member offanlience), or use the self-assessment
reformulations of the CEFR descriptors employethanDIALANG project (CEFR Appendix C), and
ask participants to sort the descriptors into tRe€CEFR levels (see Section 3.2.1 Activity f).

Standardisation of items testing linguistic compeés will need to take a slightly different appioac
to the one followed with reading and listening heszaof the need for a specification of the type of
exponents that can be expected to be relevantferatit levels. The CEFR provides general
descriptors for elements of communicative languamapetence (CEFR Section 5.2; Manual tables
A1-A3), but such linguistic specifications are uniqaeach language. Section 4.3 outlines the tools
currently available. The DIALANG project also demeéd a set of specifications, with advice to item
writers, for 14 languages.

5.6.2. Training for Standard Setting

The standardisation process follows three phasgasito those training procedures employed with
standardised performance samples:

Phase 1: lllustration: A first assessment of the level of one text aaddrresponding tasks and

items. This preliminary activity will help the panipants tune into the CEFR levels for the skilinge
assessed.
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It is essential to consider both the question efekiel of the source texand thdlifficulty of the
individual item (s) associated with it. A text does not have aeléut is the competence of the test
takers as demonstrated by their responses toettims ithat can be related to a CEFR level. The most
that can be said about a text is that it is sugtédnl inclusion in a test aimed at a particulaelev

Table 5.4: Reference Sources in the CEFR

Area CEFR Reference

Situations, content categories, domains TableGHRR 4.1

Communication themes The lists in CEFR 4.2

Communicative tasks The lists in CEFR 4.3

Communicative activities and strategies The IIsSEFR 4.4.2.2

Texts and text-types The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 aBd34

Text characteristics: length of test tasks, | The information in CEFR 7.3.2.2
coherence of test tasks, structure of test tasks

Tasks The description in CEFR 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3

In this respect, the CEFR Content Analysis Gridlfistening & Reading, described in the preceding
chapter, can be very useful as an awareness ramstigment to highlight the features affectingdiev
of difficulty.

Users will find it useful to refer to the relevartmpleted forms from Chapter 4 Specification, and t
consider text and task difficulty in relation teethppropriate sections of the CEFR. For Reading
Comprehension, for example, the form to use is Fah® and the sections of the CEFR referred to
are given in Table 5.4.

This task is to be done first individually and gwordinator will, as in relation to the work with
learner performances discussed earlier in the ehajptise awareness of agreement or disagreement
across judges. The following points have been fquarticularly important:

e ltis very important that participants actuallydea listen to the text and answer the item/s
individually before they estimate the difficulty thfe question concerned and the CEFR level it
best illustrates.

» After responding to the item(s), they should beeablcompare their own response to the correct
answer (and to the quality categories in the sgamiric of polytomous items) for the item(s)
concerned. Discussion to ensure clear understaditihge answer key or the scoring rubric
should precede participants’ estimation of the ithfinculty.

* ltis also vital that the coordinator gives claastructions in the form of the precise instructibat
participants receive. The item is conceived aspnationalisation of a CEFR “Can Do”
descriptor. Therefore the question is what levell#arner has to be in order to be able to answer
this question correctly — or reasonably well.

The precise instruction judges receive will depepdn the standard setting method being applied.
The following example refers to the Basket methaelction 6.7.2):

For items scored 40 (dichotomous items):

“At what CEFR level can a test taker already anster following item
correctly?”

For polytomous items:

“At what CEFR level can a test taker already anstier following item at score
levels xxx (e.g. 2, 1, 0)?”
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« Participants individually note their ratings foetitems, and then in pairs or small groups
justify their decisions.

« Finally, the coordinator then provides “the” letlehit the item(s) really are calibrated to.

Phase 2: Controlled PracticeOnce the illustration phase and the initial dismrstave taken place
and a common feel of the process to be followeddeas achieved, different texts with their
corresponding tasks and items will be assesseaftigipants, individually, relating them to CEFR
levels and identifying the CEFR descriptors operstlised by each item/task.

As with the rating of spoken and written sampleis & good idea to proceed with@litems, or two
or three testlets (a text with more than one itéta)ticipants should be asked to:

e read the texts and answer their corresponding jtems
and then complete a Grid (see below), providing #msessment of each item, in order to:
* identify the CEFR descriptors it operationalises;

« classify each item at one of the six CEFR levels.

Group discussion should take into account the yatig aspects:

« the type of item (selected response, constructgubrese) and how this may affect the difficulty of
the item;

« the operationalisation of different CEFR descriptiorthe text and task;
< the available evidence justifying the calibratidreach item to its corresponding CEFR level,

« other relevant aspects for the text/item/respohsaeacteristics that participants have included
under the “comments” column.

In this respect, it should be noted that panellisty tend to overestimate the difficulty of seleete
answer items (e.g. multiple-choice), which tenthéceasier than panellists often think. By the same
token they tend to underestimate the difficultycohstructed-answer items (e.g. answer a question,
complete the sentence), which tend to be morecdlffthan panellists think. Asking participants to
actually respond to the items before embarkingifiiculty discussions can go some way to reducing
this problem. However, focusing on the interacti@tween text and item-type in determining
difficulty — with regard to operationalisation ofGEFR descriptor — is necessary sensitisationitigin
at this stage.

It may be useful to draw the panellists’ attentiothe role of the complexity of the language, the
length of the passage one needs to scan to fincbtinect answer, the plausibility of multiple-cheic
options etc. as factors contributing to item difftg. Again, coordinators should invite comments an
discussion, and summarise clearly and graphicaéjudgments, not only for the participants to see
but also for future documentation.

Phase 3: Individual AssessmenfThe participants continue to work with the resthaf items
individually and discuss the CEFR levels the itdrage been calibrated to. As with the spoken and
written performances, it is recommended to proaeitid chunks of 46 items. In this way the
discussion will be more easily focused on standatdin rather than on the properties of the items o
the different texts. The last chunk should showdgagreement.

As with the performance samples, it is recommertdatiparticipants should continue working in the

same fashion (using the Grid to write down theseasments) until a spread of results of not more
than one and a half levels is achieved (e.g. AZZ1te).
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The coordinator may use a global rating form likerfr C4 in order to collate the participants' raging
of the items and to graphically show on a transpayer on a flip chart the variation in their
agreement. The contents of this form will be nemgsm the documentation.

Once training (Sections 5.4. and 5.5.) is compek common agreement on the assessment of
standardised samples and tasks is considered dadeguak with local samples that have previously
been collected can start. The following sectioB.j5rovides a step-by-step account of how to
proceed for benchmarking local samples of speadithwriting. The procedures to follow are very
similar to those followed in the training (5.4.).

As for establishing cut-off scores on locally deygd tests for reading, listening or underlying
language abilities, the choice of standard sefinogedure(s) from those described in Chapter Bifn t
Manual (or from other literature on standard sgjtinill influence the procedures to follow. Usefs o
this Manual should read Chapter 6, decide on omease methods, and, following the structure of the
training described in this section, develop th@ina@ontext-relevant step-by-step procedures. The
extensive literature available will be of greatphigl drawing up the procedures, but the points
described in the following section for benchmarkimgelation to sampling/choice of items, data
analysis and documentation need to be considered.

5.7. From Training to Benchmarking

The application of the understanding of the CERRIto the benchmarking of local samples (of
spoken or written performance) or local tasks/it¢fosscored tests for listening, reading and

linguistic competence) should take place as so@ossible after the standardisation training. It is
highly recommended that it should take place instimae session, in the afternoon or on a second day.
The coordinator will be the best judge of whetligs ts feasible, or whether it would be better dane

a later stage. If the sessions with local samplesielayed, then a “tuning-in” phase is recommended
showing participants extracts from a couple ofdtadardised performances rated in the previous
session, and reminding them of the discussion.

The procedures to follow for benchmarking are simi¢ those applied in the training.

5.7.1. Samples Required

It is worth investing time and energy in collectimgepresentative set of local samples of highityal
even if this imposes a delay in the timing of thejgct. Once they have been benchmarked to the
CEFR, such samples are likely to acquire a sigaifictatus as points of reference. Therefore it is
advisable to make a conscious selection of thesitienensure quality, representativeness (in tefms o
test takers) and content coverage.

The collection process could be undertaken mutchdrsame way as an item production process:

+ definition of the selection criteria;

* identification of candidate samples;

« workshop to study and screen the samples for gualit

* selection;

« verification of sufficient coverage in the set;

* supplementation with other samples, if feasibléctomplete” the set.

* documentation of the features of the samples foclmmarking using a tool like the CEFR Grids
for Writing and Speaking Tasks (Appendix B2).
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It is essential that the local performance samgld®e used for benchmarking include different
discourse types for the same candidates, coveniagge of the activities described in the CEFR.

For speaking, this suggests an activity with pha$ieging different discourse — spoken productasn
well as spoken interaction. The technique usedilfaing the illustrative samples was designed to
avoid examiner effects, and to provide a balaneadpée of both spoken production and spoken
interaction.

For writing, it suggests different text types.dthest if written samples encompass both freestask
(e.g. a letter to a friend, a description) and nformulaic tasks in which the candidate follows a
learnt model (e.g. a letter confirming a hotel bagk This is particularly important at lower legel

It is vital that during the process of task produtttask administration and task recording or
documenting, special care is paid to obtaining gosdble samples. In the case of videos this means
good sound and imatfein the case of scripts it means performancesntactinated by external
influences such as extra time, use of dictionapgrhandwriting, etc.

Completing the CEFR Grids for Writing and SpeakKiiagks as suggested in the previous section
helps to ensure that the selection of sampledidmbed and that the basis for documentation is
available.

5.7.2. Achieving and Verifying Consensus

In general, the procedures to be followed are tloosined in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 for standardisati
training with illustrative samples. This will inde:

» using the same rating instruments that were usedimng (Tables C1, C2 and possibly C3 (plus
levels); Table C4 for written performances; CEFRIass and/or Tables A1, A2 and A3 for
receptive/linguistic texts and items);

e individual rating followed by small group discussieading to group consensus;

« discussion of spread across individual ratingsitamdtion until suitable agreement (maximum
spread equal to one and a half levels), is reached.

Here an important point to emphasise is that tHaidual ratings must be recordbdforeany
discussion. Actually, experience in the benchmayki@minars that produced the illustrative DVDs
suggest that it is the spread of ratings thatfesce#d by discussion (as outliers conform to themp

not the mean and hence result. Neverthelesstheimark of a successful benchmarking seminar that
aggregated individual judgments and the final coase should give the same CEFR levels for a
sample or item. Demonstration of this with uncoriteated data is part of providing evidefice

If agreement is NOT reached, the coordinator shdisiduss with participants why they are having
such a problem in contrast to their success witillhstrative samples. The coordinator will need t

1 f a video is later to be copied onto a “masterid that master copied for distribution, then usétishave a third
generation copy that magnifies any sound defectstHts reason, even with digital DVD technologyisialwaysadvisable
to use an external microphone arat the microphone built into the camera. With an exd& omnidirectional limited range
(1-2m) microphone it is perfectly possible to get @table sound quality without a recording studio.

5 This is not necessarily the case with standatihgefor indirect, scored tests. Because standatigés an indirect
process, in many methods it is conducted in roubater rounds generally introduce information tadgupanellists towards
less inaccurate judgments — hence aggregated inti@idual judgments will not coincide with thaél results of a
successful standard setting seminar. The informatimventionally provided to help standard setfingellists includes
empirical item difficulty; projected consequenchattcut scores set with the judgments made would ba the percentages
of people reaching the level concerned, etc. ahdrabformation; please see Chapter 6.
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make a judgment on the reason for the problemiakelappropriate action. Some possible reasons,
and possible courses of action, might be:

Problem Possible Action
» Local samples only have one task and this®» Check that a sufficient range of
task is too different from the CEFR samples discourse/text is provided
Get other samples closer to the CEFR
format
* The rating Grid (e.g. Table C2) seems = Revise Grid, consulting CEFR scales to
inappropriate for samples (e.g. vocational do so
context, narrowly defined task)
* Some participants start to apply other ~ =» Juxtapose CEFR sample and local
standards when now rating “their own” sample directly to try and “force” people
learners. to apply the same CEFR standard.

5.7.3. Data Analysis

Ratings of the local samples that are the subjeitteobenchmarking should be analysed statistically
(a) in order to confirm the relationship to thedvand (b) in order to calculate intra-rater tality
(consistency) and inter-rater reliability (consigtg).

The degree of agreement amongst the participantddhe assessed, and the mean level of the
samples confirmed, by analysing the ratidgeng the benchmarking process. The main advansage
that panellists who are inconsistent in their banavcan be identified and they can be excludenhfro
the analysis, if this seems appropriate.

There are several methods that are suitable feptitipose, described in the Reference Supplement to
this Manual. In addition to inter-rater reliabilitprrelations, there is, for example, the multiefiaa
Rasch model operationalised in programs such as=H/AC

5.7.4. Documentation

It is essential that at the end of the sessios¢hef benchmarked samples are filed togethertwéh
records kept during the session(s). It is very fukip future training if there is detailed
documentation for each extract why a particular@amepresents a certain level. In this respect the
documentation provided with the DVDs of illustraigamples can serve as a model.

An audio recording of the discussion in the sessambe a useful source for the preparation of such
notes on each benchmarked sample. The coordinatprateo decide to ask one or more of the
participants to assist in taking notes explainmgreason why samples were identified as particular
levels. These notes could then be standardise@is&b of coherent documentation and circulated to
participants after the session.
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Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

* how they can ensure a balanced and representatimelgor the project

* how large a panel it is feasible and sensible teeha

» what overall strategy is likely to be best in tlomtext (in terms of resources, planning,
implementation, analysis)

« whether the project will aim to benchmark “localamples to use as context-specific illustrativ
samples in future

« how to ensure that such “local” material for benchrking (and future training) purposes is of
good quality

* what form documentation for the local material sldoiake, and how it will be provided

¢ how much training is likely to be needed

« whether all participants will need to start frometeame point — or whether some could be given a
more elaborate “pre-task” than the others

« whether to use “plus levels” (there are argumenisboth sides; what is important is not to
change approach once the process has started)

« whether to use the CEFR-based rating Grids in Agpe@ or develop other more sector specifjc
CEFR-based instruments

* how to publish and/or disseminate the results efsfandardisation process to the field

* how to ensure good “local” dissemination and folloyw

1Y%

54



Table 5.5: Standardisation Training

and Benchmarkin

g: Summary

Activity

Materials needed

Time

People

Suggestions

FAMILIARISATION

* Question checklists based on framework remin
(boxes)

« Photocopies of Question checklists

e Photocopies of CEFR Tables 1 and 2

e Cut out versions of CEFR Table 2, other scales

déydours

Coordinator
Big groups possible

Using self-training on-line

package if available

TRAINING
(Productive skills)

e Standardised performance videos (8 minimum)

e Standardised scripts (end )
Photocopies of skill specific scales:

» CEFR Table 3/Tables BB3 (spoken performance
e Table B4 (written performance)

Photocopies of:

« Participant rating sheets (Forms-H23)

e Coordinator rating forms (Form B4 )

Photocopies of other complementary scales, asaelev

3—4 hours/skill:

30min Introduction

90min lllustrative samples
90min Local samples

Coordinator
30 people max.

Doing two skills per day, g
doing a half-day on trainin
and half a day o
benchmarking in relation t
just one skill.

TRAINING
(Receptive skills)

Photocopies of skill specific scales:

e Overall Reading

e Overall Listening

Photocopies of:

« Participant rating sheets (Appendix 2)

e Coordinator rating forms (Appendix 3)

* Photocopies of other complementary scales,
relevant

*  Calibrated model items

3—4 hours/skill:

30min Introduction

90min lllustrative samples
90min Local samples

as

Coordinator
30 people max.

Doing two skills per day i

possible as participants wjll

at this stage be very famili

with the CEFR levels and
standardisation

with  the
activities.

ar

BENCHMARKING
PERFORMANCE
SAMPLES
(Productive)

e Local videos (8 minimum)

 Local scripts( idem )

* Photocopies of skill specific scales:

« CEFR Table 3 /Tables B1-B3 (spoken performanc

e Table B4 (written performance)

Photocopies of:

< Participant rating sheets (Forms-H23)

e Coordinator rating forms (Form B4)

« Photocopies of other complementary scales,
relevant

3—4 hours/skill:
30min Introd.
90min Calibr.
e‘gOmin Local.

as

Coordinator
30 people max.

Doing two skills per day, d
doing a half-day on trainin
and half a day o
benchmarking in relation t
just one skill.
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6.1. Introduction

The basic output from taking a test is a numescate. In the case of highly itemised tests use&é&ading
and Listening for example, this score usually esrtiimber of correct responses. In the case of ptiwdu
skills the task performance is mostly judged omminer of aspects, and for each aspect the test take
receives a number of “points” (ranging for examipten zero to four or five). The test score in saatase is
the total number of points collected by the teketacross all aspects and all tasks he or shehds.
Based on this score a decision on the examinedityabtaken, the main one being a pass/fail dieci: has
the candidate performed satisfactorily on the tstd examination is to be linked to the CEFR arot
decision has to be made as well, the decision weh¢ftle candidate has reached a particular CEFR (lexe
B2) or not. Both decisions (pass/fail; attainmeirh €EFR level) involve the determination ofwat score
defining aperformance standardn a pass/fail decision, the cut score is theinrmiim score on the test that
will lead to the decision “pass”; scores lower thia@ cut score lead to the decision “fail”. Sinmyjar cut
score for B2 is the minimum score that will leadte decision/classification that the ability oé ttendidate
is at Level B2 or higher; lower scores are intetgnteas “lower than B2” (= B1 or lower).

It is possible that multiple standards have todidar the same test. In linking to the CEFR, onghtrwish,
for example, to set a cut score for A2, B1 andIB.important to understand what is precisely nidxy

the preceding sentence. A cut score is to be cemdeis a border between two adjacent categoriesror
scale. So the example should be understood iretimeghat every test taker will be classified eit®eA2,

B1 or B2, and hence we need two cut scores: onearthiks the border between A2 and B1 and one #r th
border between B1 and B2. In general the numbeut$cores is one less than the number of claggdit
categories.

To avoid confusion between categories (the leaid)cut scores (the boundaries between them), ftare o
denotes the cut scores by naming the two adjaegegaries. In the example in the last paragraph thitee
categories, the cut scores could be indicated &31A2nd B1/B2. One should be careful with the |kbglof
the two extreme categories: labelling the loweggary in the example as A2 could imply that arsg te
taker having a score lower than the A2/B1 cut sioet Level A2, including the ones having a saifreero.
Therefore it is better to make the label all inslasand to call it, for example “A2 or lower”. Sifaily, using
“B2 or higher” is more appropriate for the higheategory in the example.

Determining the cut scores setting the (performance) standaidsusually a group decision. The group that
makes such decisions is normally callguhael Panel-based approaches typically take many dégst of

the time is spent with activities which are desedilin the previous chapters. For linking examimetito the
CEFR, panellists have to be familiar with the CEERIf (Chapter 3), they will have to ensure thwet t
coverage of the examination itself is related ®@EFR (Chapter 4), and they will have to be trimehow

to apply the CEFR descriptors to the examinatidmafer 5). In the present chapter, the attentiéocissed

on the more formal aspects of the group decisiokimgathe kind of judgments made by the panellits,

kind of information they have available and the wlagir judgments are treated and aggregated teeaati
single or multiple cut scores. Such procedures baem formalised and are knownséasndard setting
procedures

Standard setting can have important consequencewdividuals and for policy makers. It requiresefal
judgment and this means that “standard settingtisgps the branch of psychometrics that blends more
artistic, political and cultural ingredients inteetmix of its products than any other” Cizek (20015).

6.2. General Considerations

An essential part of any standard setting procebuttee efficient organisation of the meetings. &lsy part
or all of the Familiarisation, Specification ané@&dardisation phases described in earlier chaptéhés
Manual form an organic whole together with the dtad setting procedures (in the strict sense)atet
discussed in this chapter. Therefore, the wholeguore is rather demanding and requires efficient
organisation. An excellent introduction can be fimthe first chapters of Cizek & Bunch (2007)tis
section, attention is therefore restricted to thadard setting proper, and essential elementbwitiutlined
only briefly.
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6.2.1. Organisation

Panel-based standard setting procedures usuadiynakor three days, starting with one or moreieason
familiarisation, discussion of the test specifioafitraining with illustrative material and a vitep in which
all the panel members complete the test paper madhy the items under consideration. After suitable
instruction the panel members give their judgmaigsally in two or three rounds separated by d&ons
phases and the provision of feedback and addituetal.

In the sessions between rounds, essentially twaskif information are given. After the first round,
information is given about the behaviour of thegdanembers themselves, showing that some membsgs gi
very outlying judgments. This kind of informatiomcallednormativeinformation, and is intended primarily
to detect and eliminate misunderstanding of thiungons. It is good practice to let panel memlubssuss
this information in small groups. The danger of lpubiscussion is group pressure towards the viempd
one or more dominating personalities in the grage (Suggestions in Section 5.4.1). It is the thshkeo

group leader to lead the discussions in such athatypanel members do not feel under pressure $rarh
behaviour.

After the second round, a different kind of infotioa calledimpactinformation is usually given. This
shows the consequences of the panel’s judgmerdsraputing the proportion of students who would have
reached or failed to reach each standard basdteqmrdvisional cut-offs determined by the resulthef
previous round. Of course, to be able to do soharseto have collected the scores of a represemtsdimple
of students.

The preceding paragraph may be confusing in somses&tandard setting as described in this chaptes
test performance clearly from a criterion referehperspective: qualified judges are asked to foateuthe
minimal requirements (in terms of test performariog)ass an exam or to earn the qualification “Big
they are supposed to be led by an applicationgefreeral system (in our case the CEFR) to a contest®r
examination. One could think therefore that it doesmatter whether 10% or 90% of the test takesoime
population will pass the exam. But one should nogét that high stakes standard setting is usually
embedded in a social and often political contexd that it is wholesome therefore to confront panel
members with the societal consequences of theisides. It may happen that after providing impact
information, a number of panel members change thigid and become more strict or more lenient, for
opportunistic reasons, than they were before.isfliappens, it does not imply necessarily that ttenged
opinion is the final decision; on the contraryglushifts in the standards after providing impatdrimation
should be used for an in depth discussion wittathreto find a rational and reasonable compromiserdxen
two highly different group decisions, and this neysufficient to organise a fourth round of judgisen

It should be borne in mind that the systematicgm&sgion of normative and impact information neadist
of preparatory work so that the resulting compatai(which depend on the judgments of the panelbea
undertaken efficiently, (e.g., during a lunch biesixthat the information is available for the nexind.

For almost all standard setting procedures destiibéhe literature, many variations have beemtaet,
shaped to particular needs or inspired by shortegsin earlier experiences. Some applications ekgmp
what is essentially the same procedure, but magrdif the number of judgment rounds, in the orgation
of the discussions (plenary versus small groups),Tdnere is no need in any application to folldixdatails
of a described procedure, and variations deemedrti@ better a particular setting can be introdulcethe
remainder of this chapter, procedural details ars$iple variations are not discussed; the featessribed
for all methods are to be considered as esseatthbtmethods.

To make a judgment on the validity and efficien€woy procedure that is applied in any project, &osv,
it is essential that adequate documentation osteylis and procedural details is available. Witlsoeh
procedural detail, professional judgment on theltess difficult and one cannot claim to have bait
argument.
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6.2.2. Concepts

Recognising that standard setting cannot be caouég@roperly by just following mechanically any
particular method, this chapter will provide a dission of some fundamental concepts that come up in
various standard setting methods. Such conceptgligic

» probability statements;

* mastery probability or response probability;

e partial credit scoring;

» concepts related to IRT (difficulty parameter, idiflty level, discrimination);
« decision tables;

» ordered item booklet (OIB), and

» threshold region.

It is difficult to introduce such concepts in tHesaact. Therefore they are introduced in the arag they
first become necessary in order to describe acodeitimethod. The order in which the concepts are
presented is purely to assist the user in followiregdevelopment of the concepts. No specific iogpion
that methods presented earlier are in some ways&iias intended. The chapter presents a rangenflatd
setting methods to choose from but, as the starsidtithg contexts vary, it does not advocate tleeofigny
single one of them.

Sometimes standard setting methods are dividedéstecentred and examinee-centred methods. Three
methods of the latter category are discussed. Tmr&sting Groups method and the Borderline Group
methods use direct judgment of test takers byea vatho knows them well. The Body of Work methodsask
holistic judgments on all the “work” from a samjpliestudents that is used to determine their scorie

test or examination; this may be answers to meHipbloice questions, to constructed response iteunst,

may also be as broad as an essay or even a pmrifbke important characteristic of these examireggred
methods is thagpecificexaminees are classified (as passed of faileds BilaB2, or as a borderline case) by
aholistic judgment.

In the older methods such as the Tucker-Angoff methr the Nedelsky meth8dpanel members are asked
to make a judgment on each item. These judgmeatsased on the perceived characteristics of thesitey
the panel members and the whole procedure candbiecdpvithout any empirical data from test takers
taking the test. For these methods, the term wdired is indeed appropriate. With the growing paxly of
item response theory (IRT), however, methods haes lleveloped where the distinction between examine
centred and test centred methods is less cletiree methods information is available for the pane
members, which derives directly from the perforneatagroup of test takers. Usually this information
takes the form of item difficulty estimates. Avdility of such information is meant to help the pan
members and to exempt them from the difficult tasgrovide difficulty estimates based exclusivetytbe
perceived features of an item.

The methods discussed in this chapter may therbfoategorised in three groups. The first grodphei
labelled examinee-centred (E-C), the second grestpcentred (T-C) in the sense that it can be agpli
without any empirical test taking data and thedtligroup will be labelled IRT, meaning that panehmbers
use a summary of empirical data (usually providadawn IRT analysis).

Table 6.1 provides an overview of the various mashadiscussed, their classification as given abodktlae
section number where the method is discussed.diidde5.10 some special topics are discussed.

The quality of standard setting can vary extengivalhichever method or combination of methods is
adopted, it cannot be assumed that standard sktisgeen done properly just because certain puoesd
have been followed. There is a need to cokwatence of the quality of the outconeéshe procedures and
to report these in a sufficiently detailed and sggarent manner. This validity-related issue wildiscussed
in greater length in the final chapter of this Mahu

18 This method is probably the oldest method of stethdatting. It is not discussed in this Manual.dod description can be found
in Cizek and Bunch (2007, Chapter 4).
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Table 6.1: Overview of the methods discussed

Method Section Class
Tucker-Angoff 6.3. T-C
The Yes-No Method 6.4.1. T-C
The Extended Tucker-Angoff Method 6.4.2. T-C
The Contrasting Groups Method 6.5.1. E-C
The Borderline Group Method 6.5.2. E-C
The Body of Work Method 6.6. E-C
The Iltem-descriptor Matching Method 6.7.1. T-C
The Basket Method 6.7.2. T-C
The Bookmark Method 6.8. IRT
A Cito Variation on the Bookmark Method 6.9. IRT

6.3. The Tucker-Angoff Method"’

Although the method was introduced in 1971 as d kinside remark in a chapter on scaling, normimg) a
test equation that Angoff wrote for the secondiediof the reference bodkducational Measurement
(Thorndike 1971), it is still, after more than 3&ays, one of the most widely used standard setigtyods.
Many variations of it have been proposed, andi;d¢hapter two of them will be discussed. We sttt
what is nowadays known as “The Angoff method”, @lihh actually Angoff presented it only in a foommot
as a variation of the procedure proposed in the rexit.

6.3.1. Procedure

A basic concept, which also appears in many ottaedsird setting procedures, is the concept of the
“minimally acceptable person”, also referred to stimes as the “borderline person” or person “jastly
passing” or “minimally competent candidate”. Wharstandard has to be set, for example, for CEFRILev
B1, a minimally acceptable person has the competenskills and abilities to be labelled as “B1dt lonly

to such an extent that the slightest decreaseosetbompetencies, skills and abilities would sefficorder
not to grant this qualification. The task for trenpllists is to keep in mind such a person or ctitla of
persons during all the judgmental work they havdao

For each item in the test, the panel members lagi¢ the probability that such a minimally acedye
person would give a correct answer. So the bas&catdlected in a judgment round can be presented i
table like Table 6.2, where 15 raters have formethadard setting panel for a test of 50 items.

As a next step in the procedure, the probabildiresummedacross items for every rater. For rater one in
the example, this sum amounts to 17.48. As theghitity of a correct answer with a binary item elguts
expected score (see Section C in the Referencdengpt), the sum of the probabilities across itegisals
the expected test score of the minimally compgterdon, according to rater one. In the exampleegdlsat
these sums differ across raters, and this is altveysase in real settings. So there remains thtdean of
aggregating the sums of the individual raters meoeasonable way to come to a final standard. One
method, often applied in practice, is just to tileaverageof the sums, and to consider this average as the
standard.

To summarise: three components are essential iprduedure: the concept of the minimally acceptable
person, the assignment of a probability for a atnmmesponse for such a person (to be given for gaghby
each of the panel members) and the aggregatidresfums of these probabilities across panel members
Each one of these aspects will be commented uptheifollowing sections.

1 In the literature this method is usually called #ingoff method, but Angoff himself attributed timethod to his colleague at ETS,
Ledyard Tucker.
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Table 6.2: Basic Data in the Tucker-Angoff method

Rater 1 Rater2 ... Rater 15
tem1 0.25 0.32 ... 0.35
tem2 0.48 0.55 ... 045
ltem3 0.33 0.38 ... 0.28
Item 49 0.21 0.30 ... 0.35
Item 50 0.72 0.80 ... 0.90
Sum 17.48 1952 ... 18.98

6.3.2. The Minimally Acceptable Person

The concept of a minimally acceptable person odédine person is central in this approach. Intthiming
of the panellists great care must be given to pieea reasonable definition of it, and to make shaéthe
internal representation panel members have of anghbstract) person is (a) highly consistent anpzng!
members and (b) is in accordance with the purpodérderpretations of the test results.

Suppose a standard is to be set for the Level.B1 a cut-off for A2/B1. To be sure that the cfitreflects
this boundary and not something else, one hastrtam that the panel members have an accuratp gfa
what is meant by A2 and B1, or more generally, thay are intimately familiar with the CEFR. Moreoy
they should have a clear and consistent idea ontheWEFR applies to each item, meaning that tlasg h
to know which “Can Do” descriptors are relevanairswering each item, and in particular they shbakk
a clear idea of which descriptors are the critigads: the ones that distinguish best between ABand he
process of arriving at a good understanding otthieal difference between A2 and B1 with respectach
item in the examination is a time consuming andaumgactivity. Guidance to organise this activigy e
found in the preceding chapters.

In some variations of the Tucker-Angoff methodsisuggested that panel members havererete person
in mind, whom they typically would consider as adwline person, for example a student they knory ve
well. The argument put forward for this procedwwéhiat it helps the panel members to hastahbleidea of
the borderline person when they go through thefigiems. Although this is admittedly true, worgiwith
concrete persons has two disadvantages. Firstaspehson is usually known by only one of the panel
members, and it may be fairly difficult to use @weristics of such a person in group discussioesause
nobody — except one panellist — knows that perSba.second and more important disadvantage of using
concrete persons is that if everybody is thinkihtheir own separate concrete person, it will belbato
correct misconceptions one might have about theecomeaning of the (abstract notion of the) bdier
person. This problem can occur when starting thedstrd setting, and it might well appear duringhtna
and group discussions. In any case, it shoulddxar that working with “private” concrete borderlipersons
cannot be a substitute for thorough training.

62



6.3.3. Probability Statements

For each item, the panel members have to staterdfebility that a correct answer would be giverttsy
borderline person. As people not acquainted witib@bilities might be scared by such a task, it by
helpful to concretise the task a bit. One mightfeayexample, “suppose that 100 borderline persmssver
the item, how many of them do you expect to gieemriect response?” The number given by the panel
member is then divided by 100 and considered asrtigr probability estimate. This probability esdite is
nowadays commonly referred toAasgoff rating

The use of the number “100” in the above examptetiva advantages: firstly, the answer given bypieel
member can be directly interpreted as a percengamgksecondly the number of possible answers @, .1,,
100) is large enough to warrant accurate expressgiprobabilities. Suppose a panel member has i @i
pr?EE)ability of 2/3 or 0.6666... In answer to the digsallowing only 100 persons, he will probablysa
67"

There are two aspects to be kept in mind when fistsehre asked to make probability statements.firsie
is that with multiple-choice questions, the proligbof a correct answer can be substantial, et/émei level
of the candidate’s ability is far less than thathaf borderline person. The reason is correct gugpds is
useful to remind panel members of this and for gano urge them not to state probabilities thattelow
chance level (one divided by the number of respaitsenatives). This is an important issue for the
discussions between rounds and during the training.

The other aspect has to do with a tendency to axdi@me statements. This means that when fed with
enough information to make extreme probabilityestants, there exists a tendency in human judgroent t
avoid these by giving values larger than the “realues when these are very low, or lower tharr¢ak
values when they are very high. If such a tendé@npyesent when using the procedure, the effetulifier
depending on the general level of difficulty of tiest or examination. Suppose the test is quitg feashe
borderline person, leading to quite high probabsifor many items. If these probabilities are sysitically
biased downwards because of the tendency to axtiehee (high) estimates, the net effect on theofut-
score will be that it will be lower (more lenietitian in the case without such a tendency. If orother

hand the test is quite difficult for the borderliperson, the opposite will occur: the prevailing lo
probabilities will be overestimated, and the staddeill be biased upwards.

Of course it is very difficult to measure the extenwhich such a conservative tendency occurs in a
particular standard setting project, but one canaavoid these phenomena in two ways. The fiest w
applies to all judgmental standard setting methbdsnodest in your ambitions. It is an illusiorthink it is
possible to build a test and to set standard$hfosix basic levels of the CEFR (Al to C2) withie same
test or examination by using test-centred stansettthg methods. For the Tucker-Angoff method wsild
imply that for the A1/A2 borderline person thereukbbe many very difficult items (needed for theCa
standard), and conversely that for the C1/C2 bbreeperson there would be many very easy itemedee
for the A1/A2 standard). Even a weak tendency Ye gonservative probability estimates may haveigequ
substantial effect on the cut-off scores, beinghtash for the lower levels and too lenient for hirgher
levels.

The second way to avoid systematic distortionfiéngrobability estimates is to provide panellisithwhat
Cizek and Bunch caikality feedbackThis can be done in the following way and ondbedition that real
test data is available. After the first round @frstard setting, provisional standards can be cadput
Suppose that in the 50 item test used in the examplable 6.2 the average sum of probabilitiel8i&$2, so
the standard will be a score of 18 or 19. If th@ndard is not too far from the final standards teasonable

to consider students with a score in the vicinityhis provisional standard as borderline studdfs.these
students one can compute the proportion of coamresivers to each item, and give the results of these
computations as feedback to the panel when thepragaring for the next round. These proportioms ar
empirically based estimates of the proportion ofext answeror borderline persons. Panel members may

18 This is not the same as 100 tim&sbut the error is small enough not to cause asgesyatic effect (a bias) in the final result. If
one uses “10” instead of “100” (or asks to givelyaoilities rounded to one decimal, i.e., the pdesilnswers are 0, 0.1, 0.2, ..., 1),
then systematic distortions in the final result witcur, especially if the standard is set nedregiend of the score range. (Reckase
20064a; 2006b.)
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compare their own estimates with it and be led a&@rreasonable adjustments. From the probability
statements in the next round, it can then be sé@ther and to what extent possible conservatitersents
have been adjusted in the desired direction.

To define a reasonable vicinity of the provisiost@ndard, one will usually have to compromise betwthe
width of the range allowed and the number of sttelbaving a score in this range. Suppose onelsets t
provisional standard at a score of 19 points, appsse only 15 students have obtained this paaticdore.
The proportion of correct answers for each iterthis small group will have a large standard ererduse
there are few students. Widening the definitiothef vicinity from 17 to 21 for example, may raibést
number considerably, but on the other hand, isthedard is really 19, it may be disputed whetleesgns
with a score of 17 or 21 can still legitimatelydmnsidered as borderline. A defensible stratedy define
the vicinity as the provisional standard plus arndu® the standard error of measurement. To aveiseli, it
is important to take the range of the vicinity syetric around the provisional standard.

6.3.4. Aggregating Individual Standards and Roundig

Summing the probabilities over items for an indisatipanel member yields the individual standardtiat
panel member. Taking the average of all these ididal standards may be considered as the staneiby s
the whole panel. This may seem to be a bit tri@gathe only reasonable way to aggregate the differe
individual standards. But this is not so. In soe&pects averages are vulnerable measures as reptiess
of a whole group. They are especially vulnerableutiers, which can come about if one or two panel
members are very stubborn in keeping to very exdrstandards, or have not understood the procetare.
avoid such extremes influencing the group deciss@much one might take a more robust measure. The
most popular one is the median, but another usefelis the trimmed average. A trimmed averageeis th
average of a set of data where a certain perceofafe data is excluded from the computations. The
excluded data are the most extreme ones (high lhasvew). If there are 20 panel members, and the
percentage of trimming is set at 10%, then thedsghnd the lowest value are excluded and the gwésa
computed on the 18 remaining values.

Usually the individual panel member standards, el as the group standard, be it an average, aneuin
average or the median, will be fractional numbBrg.fractional scores cannot occur in practicehas t
outcome of individual test taking. Therefore thectronal outcome will have to be rounded to theget
score just below or just above it. This may lodde la trivial problem — round the integer score esbgo the
fractional standard; in the example this would meamd 18.55 to 19 — but the issue is more comiblar
this.

To understand this, one should realise that amdata setting, no matter how carefully it is setwibl
inevitably lead to classification errors becausettdst scores themselves are not perfectly relighiethese
classification errors can go in two ways: a studdtit a true score at or above the cut score canldssified
as not having reached the standard (a false negatind conversely, a student with a true scorabtie
standard can, due to the measurement error, bafddsas having reached the standard (false pekiti
Classification errors have consequences at theithdil level and possibly at a societal level, amate
importantly, the consequences of false negativesbealifferent from the consequences of false pesit
If the latter are deemed more serious, then tisereaison to make the standard harsher and thaend the
fractional standardpwards. More detailed discussion on the consequenceasditication errors will be
addressed in the next chapter.

One final warning about rounding is in order h&eunding numbers, and doing further calculatiorts wi
rounded numbers, can have unwanted and unforeseseguences. Therefore, rounding should be
postponed as long as possible. It is bad pradocexample, to round the individual standards ghtom
row in Table 6.2) for each panel member to theawdnteger, then compute the average of the raunde
numbers and to round the result again. A simplengka can show this: suppose there are three natdrs
individual standards 17.01, 17.51 and 17.53 respyt The average is 17.35 which yields 17 when
rounded. Rounded individual standards gives 1'4rB18 with an average of 17.67 and 18 as a rounded
average.
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6.4.  Two Variations of the Tucker-Angoff Method

In applications of the Tucker-Angoff method, thekaf estimating the probabilities of a correcp@sse is
often felt to be difficult and hard to understaAdvariation of the method, called the Yes-No metfiod
avoids this problem.

The original proposal by Angoff was exclusivelyatited to tests consisting lohary items. In many tests,
especially with productive skills, some items alswe polytomous scores, where one can earn, fongea
zero, one, two or three points. The Tucker-Angodtimod can (in principle) be extended to such cases
well. In this section both variations are discusiseefly.

6.4.1. The Yes-No Method
The clearest description one could wish for isdtiginal text by Angoff himself:

“A systematic procedure for deciding on the minimiaw scores for passing and honours might be
developed as follows: keeping the hypothetical imaly acceptable person’ in mind, one could go
through the test item by item and decide whethel superson could answer correctly each item
under consideration. If a score of one is giverefich item answered correctly by the hypothetical
person and a score of zero is given for each iteswared incorrectly by that person, the sum of the
item scores will equal the raw score by the ‘mirllynacceptable persor(Angoff 1971 pp.

514-515).

So instead of giving probability statements (nurslissm zero to one), the panel members assignardy
(saying Yes) or zero (saying No). Although gooditsshave been reported with this method (see Ginek
Bunch 2007, pp. 882 for some results), the method can lead to shvei@sed results.

To see this, one could consider the answers gi¥emn {) as probabilities rounded to zero decinidésy
consider a rather homogeneous test that is relatasy for the borderline person. This could migeat for
all items, the borderline person has a probabhifitgver 50% to give the correct response, so thatianal
panel member should answer Yes for every item.ifBe does do so, his individual standard will be t
maximum test score, while real borderline persomghtrobtain on average a score which is only slight
larger than half of the maximum score.

From this we can deduce a more general princippeitaihe meaningfulness of standard setting. In the
previous example it will be clear that a meaning&dult can only be obtained if there are itemh@ntest
which the borderline person can get right (withrebability substantially higher than 0.5) and catret
right (with a probability substantially lower th&rb). This will prevent that the cut-off score Ery extreme
(close to zero or close to the maximum). In mor&ralot terms this means that the test should convey
sufficient information about the ability of the loerline person, and this leads to the same colclEs was
reached in the previous section: if multiple stadddave to be set for abilities that are quiteafaart (for
example for A1/A2 and B2/C1) using the same tast, leas to collect sufficient information on seveyate
disparate ability ranges, which is usually not flsias unless the test is very long. Ignoring thisigiple can
lead to absurd results as is shown by the folloveixgmple. Suppose a test is constructed to make a
distinction between B2 and C1 as its primary pueptising this test to set the standard for AL/AR wi
probably yield a cut-off score of zero in the Yes-Method (a borderline A1/A2 person does not answer
correctly to any of the items), and lead to theuadhgonclusion that one is at Level A2 if one ofsad score
of zero on this test.

19In fact, this was what Angoff originally proposasl his method of standard setting. The method sksclin the previous section
was proposed in a footnote.
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6.4.2. The Extended Tucker-Angoff Method

A generalisation of the method to tests that comdiany mixture of binary and polytomous itemg#sy to
understand, if one sees that the probability afraect answer on a binary item is the same asxpected
scorefor that item (see Section C of the Reference Supeht). Fopolytomousitems, it is far more
difficult to specify response probabilities, beaatisen we have to specify the probability of obitagra
score of 1, 2, etc. until the maximum score fot ttean. One can, however, circumvent this problgm b
specifying theexpected scordor a polytomous item. The instruction for the gamembers in such a case
could go like this:

“Suppose that 100 borderline persons answer tha,it@here one can earn up to [4] points, what
would be in your view the average score obtainethbge 100 persons?”

Instead of filling out a probability in a table éiklable 6.2, one fills out the expected averageesa®
specified by the panel member. The remaining prtise procedure (summing and aggregating) rentan t
same as in the Tucker-Angoff method for binary gem

The only extra problem with this method is that sheuld ascertain that panel members understarid wel
what an average score is. In particular, they shantlerstand well that the average can be a fragitio
number although individual scores can take onlggat values. A good method is to teach them tagsébr
themselves a frequency table of the possible s¢or¢se 100 borderline persons and then to comingte
average. An example of such a table is given inel&l8 for an item with a maximum score of 3. Thsib
task of the panel member then consists of fillingtbe frequency column in the table (and checkiag the
sum is 100). The third column (score times freqygtiten follows mechanically, and from the exaniple
Table 6.3, one derives immediately the result tthatexpected score is 75/100 = 0.75. If one susplkeat
constructing the third column and doing the multgtions and sums is too hard for some panel mesnber
one can just prepare a simple table, leaving autttind column, and let the panel members onlyi§pdte
frequencies. The necessary computations to artitteeaaverage can then be done off-line.

Table 6.3: Computing the Expected Score of
100 Borderline Persons

Score Frequency Score * Frequency

0 45 0
1 35 35
2 20 40
3 0 0
sum 100 75

Concluding remark: The Tucker-Angoff method and its many variatioresaatypical test-centred methpd
because the primary task for the panel membecsdsricentrate on the characteristics of the itemista
classify these items with respect to the abilityaofabstractly defined borderline person. Thissifizsition

is absolute (in the Yes-No method) or probabilistionsidered from a purely formal viewpoint, oneldo
say that to apply this method, panel members neetbrhave any teaching or other experience wih re
students in the subject matter of the test, bptactice using such a panel might result in totally
unacceptable standards. Even with experienceddesdhe task setting is quite abstract, and teache
usually find it quite difficult to give the requilgudgments. Therefore, all variations on the métho
nowadays use several rounds and provide informatiomit real students’ performances to moderate the
standard setting. Providing impact data gives exadeon the consequences for groups of studentssand
lead to important adjustments. Providing realittagdéhe proportion correct calculated on a bordergjroup,
which is defined in terms of the provisional stamidacan give clues which help to adjust probapbilit
estimates to more realistic values. Yet, even thiese provisions, the main focus of the methodithe
characteristics of the test, the qualificationted tnethod as test centred remains justified. Iméx section,
two examinee centred methods will be described.
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6.5. The Contrasting Groups Method and the Borddine Group Method

These two methods form a strong contrast with tinek&r-Angoff method in the sense that the judgmehts
the panel members are based primarily (and almotisgvely) on the performances ma&fal studentson the
test. Therefore they are a prototyperdminee-centredmethods.

Common to both methods is the requirement thasstEstes from a sample of students are availablés As
common to all standard setting methods, one shalklcare that the sample is representative dhtiget
population. Moreover, the students must be wellkmby (at least) one of the panel members. In mact
this usually means that the panel will consisheftieachers of the sampled students, and conségtrextt
each student in the sample is well known by examrtly of the panel members.

6.5.1. The Contrasting Groups Method

The task for the panel members is to assign eadest to one of two categories (in the case ohglsicut-
off score) or tck+1 categories when there &eut-off scores. If the purpose of the standartirggts to
establish, for example, the standard for B1/B2restudent is categorised by the panel memberglees e
B1 (or lower) or B2 (or higher).

Once this information is available, a frequencydafith two columns can be constructed. The rows
represent the score on the test, and the two caulisplay the frequencies of the scores for thegsof
students categorised as B1 or B2 respectively.xamgle, based on artificial data for a test oft&éns is
given in Figure 6.1, where the two frequency disttions are displayed graphically. The total sample
consists of 400 students, 88 were categorised &5dBd 312 as “B2". The distributions displayed @éav
number of features that occur quite often in pcactihey are very irregular (a consequence of theéemate
sample sizes) and they have considerable overtegreTore it is not immediately clear where to pltdee
cut-off score. Moreover, the two groups differ medly in size, as is often the case in péasdecisions.

The average score of the B1 students is 16.78a@rttid B2 students it is 34.24. An acceptable ¢usaore,
at least provisionally, is the value midway betwédwse two averages, yielding (16.78 + 34.24)/352.
One should be careful, however, in taking this gdlor a rounded value near it) as the definitedsteth
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Figure 6.1. Frequency Distributions of Test Scores in Two Contrasting Groups

In the B1 distribution, seven students (out of @&gined a quite high test score (of over 30 phiatsd
could be considered as outliers. It is worthwhileheck whether these seven students were catedidnys
the same teacher or not. If they are, it might peiat of discussion in the panel to see whethsrtdacher
has not been too strict in his/her judgments, &nddessary obtain revised judgments. But evenowtth
outliers, overlap in the distributions will in geakbe observed.
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A good technique to make a rational choice is twstrictdecision tables for several cut-off scored his
technique is illustrated next. In Table 6.4, thegfrency table corresponding to Figure 6.1 is dygulan a
compressed form: low scores (up to 20) and highesc@rom 28 on) are taken together; the otherescare
displayed separately.

Table 6.4: Frequency Distribution Corresponding to Figure 6.1

Score B1 B2

0-20 63 9
21 5 2
22 1 2
23 1 6
24 0 8
25 4 14
26 1 16
27 4 8

28-50 9 247

The five subtables in Table 6.5 are directly detifrem Table 6.4. Take the cut-off score2dfas an
example: from Table 6.4 it is seen that 18 studemategorised as B1 by their teacher “pass” the aesl are
thus considered as B2 on the basis of their teses@hese 18 are false positives. Similarly, 1@asits
categorised as B2 by their teacher do not “passteht, and are false negatives. Taken togethemians
37 misclassified students on a total of 400 stusleshiich is 9.3%.

Table 6.5: Decision Tables for Five Cut-off Scores

Cut-off = 21 Cut-off = 22 Cut-off = 23 Cut-off =24 | Cut-off = 25
Classified as: B1 B2 Bl B2 Bl B2 Bl B2 Bl B2

Below cut-off 63 9 68 11 69 13 70 19 70 27
Cut-off or higher 25 303 20 301 19 299 18 293 18 285
Total 88 312 88 312 88 312 88 312 88 312
% misclassifications 8.5 7.8 8.0 9.3 11.3

From Table 6.5 it is seen that the percentage s€lassifications changes as the cut-off score waltie
reaches its minimal value at a cut-off score ofé@tft] changes very little at 23. Therefore 22 omght be
preferred to the provisional values of 25 or 2@detned by the midpoint of two averages.

There is another aspect of this procedure thashoald not lose sight of. Theimbersof misclassifications,
i.e., the number of false positives and the nunobéalse negatives, at every cut-off point in Tablg are
not equal, but they are reasonably similar. Bug tlimparison is not to the point because the nuofber
students classified as B1 and B2 by their teadmersery dissimilar. Take a cut-off of 24 as anneglke
(where the numbers of false positives and falsatnegs are almost equal). The false positives ssmtel 8
out of 88 or 20.4% of the B1 students, while thd&lSe negatives represent only 6.1% of the B2estted
At the cut-off of 22, these percentages are 22.ié6305% respectively, representing a kind of dilenthat
can occur in practice: the optimal cut-off scoréeinms of the total percentage of misclassificaisnin
general not optimal with respect to the balancklsk positives and false negatives. Careful cenatibns
about the relative costs of false positives ansefalegatives and overall costs of misclassificatioay be
needed to arrive at a final decision.

There are two considerations to be careful aboetwine applies this method in high stakes situsitibhe
first is a statistical one, the second is of a moethodological nature. As to the first, the sangites used
in the example above are moderate, especiallyeiBihgroup. This makes the numbers in Table 6.5
statistically unstable, meaning that upon replaratvith another sample of the same size, the quoreting
table might change substantially, and lead to avathoice of the optimal cut score.

The other consideration is still more serious. hele reasoning in constructing the tables andpnéging
them is based on the assumption that the judgnig¢hedeachers is completely trustworthy and cqoesls
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to reality (‘if your teacher says you are a Bltlyeu are a B1'). Of course this is not the cagktaacher’s
judgments, however well trained they may be inGR#R, will not be completely valid. It is true that
overestimation of some student by one teacher reapmpensated by an underestimation of another
student by another teacher, but the problem isath@thas almost no control over this, because stsidee
nestedwithin teachers. If one or two teachers are totelen say, leading to too many B2 categorisations i
the example, it is almost impossible to detect sutdniency. Even if they have substantially moge B
judgments than their colleagues in the panel,ishi®t a proof of their leniency, because it isgiae that
they have more able students. One could try tokcties by using the test scores, showing for exantipht
the average score of their students is about tine s& the average of the other students, andhiratfore
they have to adjust their judgments. But this isgdgious practice. The whole method of using cotitigis
groups for standard setting rests on a comparitomoovariables: the test scores and the judgmeintise
teachers. To be a sound method, the data for theawables should be collectadiependentlymeaning
for example that the teachers have to give thegments on the students without knowing their sestes.
Now if one uses information from one of these Jalga to adjust (change) the other, one destrogs thi
independence. In fact, by doing so one maniputhesgata (towards a certain decision) and thisgedipes
the whole procedure.

6.5.2. The Borderline Group Method

This method is very similar to the Contrasting Gr®wmethod: it also rests on a judgment of the lefrel
concrete students. The judgments themselves, howsreemeant to identify those students who can be
conceived as being borderline cases at the intestdedard. Continuing the example of the preceding
section, one would try to identify the students vaine somewhere near the border of the B1-levellzd
B2-level.

Once this group is identified, the cut-off scorelédined as some central value of the test scdrégso
group, for example the average or the median, laew tounded appropriately.

The principle of this method is very simple, bug tmplementation may encounter several difficultsme
of them are discussed next.

The first, and perhaps most delicate one, is a definition of what is meant by a borderline staddén the
CEFR, levels are operationalised by “Can Do” dggors, but borderline cases are not explicitly desd.
Defining them as “something in between two ‘Can Biatements” may be too fuzzy to ensure a common
understanding of the CEFR, from which unwantedamzbntrollable variation among panel members may
crop up. A good method to guide panel membersair tinderstanding of borderline cases would bes&o u
benchmarks: annotated examples of borderline padoce.

The second difficulty is of a statistical natutteisinot uncommon that the size of the borderlireug is
moderate, not to say small, so that the averageedian test score of this group will have a rathege
standard error. Moreover, in applying this as addtone method, useful information on the othedestis’
performance on the test is not used. A way ouhigfis to combine the Borderline Group method doad t
Contrasting Groups method. This is discussed next.

Consider again the example of setting the cut-wdfes B1/B2. Instead of asking the panel members to
classify students as borderline or not borderlame might ask them to classify their students ihtee
categories: “B1”, “B1/B2”, or “B2”. The two group81”and“B2” can then be used in a Contrasting Gi®up
method, and the borderline group “B1/B2” can baluse the Borderline Group method, giving two
provisional standards. This is useful informationthe validation of the procedure, and more os Will be
said in the next chapter. To set up the decisiblesa(see Table 6.5), the results can easily bdwd, or
even better, the tables can be set up separatélyy gnformation on the rate of misclassificatidios
students who were definitely not borderline (acemydo the panel judgments), and for those who were
judged borderline, the former being more serioas tthe latter.

This method functions satisfactorily when one carstre that all students in the sample are eittheyrBB2
(or somewhere on the border between them). If tisemesuspicion that weaker or stronger students ha
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participated in the examination, it is safer to adé or two extra judgment categories, which might
labelled for example ‘A2/B1 or lower’ and ‘B2/C1 bigher'. Even if one does not have the intentibn o
setting the cut scores for A2/B1 or B2/C1, thedesesategories may help in purifying the contragtin
groups B1 and B2.

A further advantage of this combined method is ithatoids forced choices from teachers in casg tizee
doubts themselves about the definitive categopldoe their students in.

6.6. The Body of Work Method

The Body of Work method (Kingston et al 2001) ishags the most suitable one for handling holistic
judgments, although it can be used with any mixairéem types and tasks. It is examinee centrefditan
does not use IRT. Here is a brief list of whatesaed to apply the methods:

» A collection of the work of a sample of examin€Bse total work can consist of only answers to
multiple-choice questions, or a mixture of multigleoice questions, constructed response questimhs a
essays or even a complete portfolio. A necessargliton, however, is that the work (test performanc
portfolio) has received mumerical score.

* The sample does not need to be representativhddatget population of the test. It must, however,
cover most of the range of the possible scoregpaddent of the relative frequency of these scores
which are available before the standard setting.

* The task for the panel members is to givebstic judgmenbn each of the work samples presented to
them. In the framework of the CEFR such a judgmalitoe the allocation of the examinees to one of
the predefined levels one wishes to set the stdrfdarSuppose one wants to set standards A1/A2 and
A2/B1, then the judgment asked from the panel mesisgo categorise each student’s work either as
Al, A2 or B1 (or higher).

* The kind of judgment asked from the panel memlsetisd same as in the Contrasting Groups method or
the Borderline Group method. The essential diffeeenith the two latter methods is that here allgban
members judge the same collection of work sampiesjch a way that group discussion between
rounds makes sense. Typically the Body of Work wetBoW) needs two rounds, although the need
may be felt to add a third round.

* The scores of the sampled works are not known éyp#mel members.

* To convert panel judgments into cut-off scores, lo®to take recourse to a special technique dcalle
logistic regression. The reason for this is thatdhmple of works used is highly selective, suah th
applying the usual methods (e.g. taking the midpo@tween averages as in the Contrasting Groups
method) may lead to serious biases.

In the remainder of this section some details arengon the organisation of the method (Sectionl,&nd
on the statistical analysis technique requiredt{&e®.6.2). More detail can be found in Kingstarake
(2001) and in Cizek and Bunch (2007, Chapter 9).

6.6.1. Training, Rangefinding and Pinpointing

These three terms refer to different phases iptbeedure but at the same time to different sangflesrk
to be used. To be concrete, it will be assumedstaaidards have to be set for A1/A2, A2/B1 and Blédhd
that the panel consists of 15 members.

The training materials consist of a fairly smalingde of work samples, carefully selected so aoteca
broad range of scores and levels. In the exampleutd be worthwhile to select two or three cade=aah
of the Levels Al, A2, B1 and B2, and to try to sélae work samples in such a way that they reptebe
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substantial variation in the scores obtained with@level. For this selection, one can rely oneeip
judgments. For the training phase itself, the re&deeferred to Chapter 5. Kingston et al indistt twork
samples with unusual or conflicting score pattémsivoided, e.g., work with some very high scores o
some constructed response items and very low soarether but similar items.

After the initial training a first round of judgmienis organised, called rangefinding. The matgniasented
to the panel members is a sample of students’ wagtesenting the whole range of obtained scores. Th
sampled work is presented in a number of folderd,each folder contains a small number of work dasap
The work samples within a folder all have simileores with few variations. The work samples within
folder are presented in an increasing order ofesciine folders are presented also in increasingrafthe
scores of the work samples they contain. For anilsta maximum score of 55, one could prepare 10
folders with three works per folder, such that veowkth 30 different scores are represented toaalep
members.

Table 6.6: Summary of the Rangefinding Round

Folder Score Al A2 B1 B2 Total
1 13 15 0 15
15 15 0 15
16 14 1 15
2 18 13 2 15
19 11 4 15
21 9 6 15
3 23 10 5 15
24 7 8 15
26 5 10 15
4 27 3 10 2 15
28 0 12 3 15
30 1 11 3 15
5 32 9 6 15
33 11 4 15
34 8 7 15
6 35 7 8 15
36 8 7 15
37 6 8 1 15
7 39 3 12 0 15
41 1 14 0 15
42 1 12 2 15
8 43 10 5 15
45 11 4 15
46 8 7 15
9 48 4 11 15
49 1 14 15
51 15 15
10 52 15 15
53 15 15
54 15 15

The task for each panel member is to assign eadkh seonple to one of the categories of the CEFRheén
example to A1, A2, B1 or B2. After this, the judgmeare collected and staff members prepare adrayu
table of the judgments given as exemplified in €b. From this table one can deduce useful irdtGon
to reduce the amount of work in the second rourjddgments.

» For the work samples in folder 10, the judgmengsuaranimous (B2), so that it can safely be assumed
that the standard B1/B2 will be lower than a sadrg2, the lowest score in folder 10. Similarly for
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folder 1, where there is almost unanimity for carggAl, it may be deduced that the standard A1/A2
will be higher than 16.

» Standards where panel members disagree most aletiikbe found between adjacent categories. For
the standard A1/A2 this is at score 24 (folderf@&)A2/B1 it is for the scores 34 and 35 (folderarts 6)
and for B1/B2 the most disagreement is found ates46 (folder 8).

These scores indicate the approximate value aftdredards, and to avoid unnecessary work for thelpa
members in the second round, new folders are coadpoansisting of works with scores in the
neighbourhood of these provisional standards. ii@ekample in Table 6.6, work samples with scord¢he
range 2127 for A1/A2, in the range 338 for A2/B1 and in the range 428 for B1/B2 may represent a
suitable choice. These work samples may be cotlentsix folders, say, of three or four work sansplend
these are the samples to be judged in the samasvaythe first round. This second selection pinsoihe
samples under study to narrower ranges than ifirfteéound; hence the name pinpointing for theosekc
round.

The work sample to be judged in the second roundauasist in principle of entire new work, or orafy
the same work that has been used in the first raomaf a mixture of old and new work. The decisaiout
the precise mixture will depend mainly on the tineeded to go through completely new work, but as a
general principle it is advisable to try to compasesven mixture of old and new work. New work tesa
the opportunity to judge on the generalisabilityhe procedure and inclusion of old work allows tme
evaluate the consistency of the panellists’ judgsien

6.6.2. Calculating the Standards: logistic regressi®

The technique used to calculate the standardslezidagistic regression. Like in all regressiorphbgations
there is a dependent variable and one or more émtkymt variables. In this application there is arig
independent variable: the score on the test. Therdkent variable is the judgment of the panel mesybe
which can take only two different values for a mautar standard, say A2/B1: the work has reached th
standard (symbolised by a value of one) or nouu@ralf zero). The regression model applied, howésemt
the usual linear model between independent andndepé¢ variables, but a linear model between
independent variable arlde logit of the probability of getting a ‘1’ ondldependent variabl&Vith a
formula, this is given as

InL=a+ bs
1-p

Where ‘In’ symbolises the natural logarithsis the score on the test, andndb are the two regression
coefficients to be estimated. The sympdaitands for the probability of reaching the stadd@f course, this
probability is not known, but we can approximatbyitthe proportion of panel members having juddped t
the standard is reached.

In Table 6.7 the results for the second round E@alyed for the seven works around the provisional
standard A2/B1. Notice that to compute the propogj one has to take into accoaltcells indicating that
the standard has been reached. In particularhésdore of 38, 10 panel members have indicated! B\
and one panel member has indicated B2, makingahdbill out of 15, leading to a proportion of 184
0.733.

The regression analysis to be carried out is alsifiqear regression analysis where the independent
variable is the score and the dependent varialgén by the rightmost column in Table 6.9. Ifstkéble is
contained in an Excel spreadsheet, the regreseaglgsas can be performed directly in Excel.

D The technique discussed in this section uses thergkeapproach of logistic regression, but the th@ycoefficients are estimated
is not what is usually done in logistic regresdiechniques. However, the technique as presented$easier to understand and its
results are useful.
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Table 6.7: Results of the Pinpointing Round (partia  lly)

Score A2 Bl B2 p In[p/(1-p)]
32 10 5 0.333  -0.6931
33 11 4 0.267 -1.0116
34 9 6 0.400  -0.4055
35 7 8 0.533 0.1335
36 8 7 0.467  -0.1335
37 6 9 0.600 0.4055
38 4 10 1 0.733 1.0116

The estimates of the regression coefficients are
a=-10.3744 andb= 0.293¢

The final step is to compute the standard itselinfthese two coefficients. The cut-off score is
conceptualised as the score where the probabflityaching the standard is exactly 0.5 and the tafgh =
0.5is In[0.5/(1-0.5)] = In(1) = 0. So, we look fibre score for which it holds that

0.5

In =0=a+Dbs,
1-0.5
from which it follows immediately that
cut-off score= ~a_10.3744_ 35.3,
b 0.29358

which will be rounded to 35 or 36. In Figure 6/2 seven data points (from Table 6.7) are displayed
graphically together with the regression line. Theoff score is to be read on the horizontal atithe point
where the regression line crosses the zero grd s indicated by the vertical dashed line.
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o
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Figure 6.2. Logistic Regression

6.7. The ltem-descriptor Matching Method and the Baket Method

In their book on standard setting, Cizek and Bui€l97) give the following comment in the introdactito
the Item-descriptor Matching method (p. 193):

“Performance level descriptors (PLDs) form the fdation of many modern standard setting
methods, and are one of the key referents thatimamts rely on when making whatever judgments
a particular method requires.”

And further:
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“In a sense, it may not be an exaggeration to cthahstandards are set more by the panels who

craft the PLDs than by those who rate items orgearnces. This claim is most defensible under

two very common conditions:

1. when PLDs are highly detailed and include very ggestatements about examinee abilities at
the given performance levels; and

2. when a standard setting panellist in the courseaking a judgment about an item or task in a
test relies — as he or she should — on the PLDa ftispositive indication of how performance
on the item or task relates to the performanceddéeve

In the CEFR, the performance levels are Al to C2r{ore refined ones), and their descriptions aee'@an
Do” descriptors, placed in a proper context andsilbg further elaborated by benchmark examples. The
preceding chapters, describing the necessary tiesivor the panellists to undertake in preparithieir
rating task, as well as the detailed test spetifinacan both be considered as an example parlercelof
the fulfilment of the above mentioned conditions.

The two methods to be discussed in this secti@ttljruse these PLDs to arrive at one (or morellydua
several cut-off scores. They are discussed in turn.

6.7.1. The Item-descriptor Matching Method

The method is relatively young; it has been progdseFerrara, Perie and Johnson in 280phe
judgmental task asked from the panel memberspsitevery item in the level category (Al, A2, etehjere
it belongs according to the following requireméfiio which performance level description (i.e. CEERel
or category) are the knowledge, skills and cogeifivocesses required to respond successfullyddtém
most closely matched?” (Ferrara, Perie and Joh2808, p. 10).

From this quotation it is immediately seen thas thiethod is test-centred. The task for the pateligo
assign a level for each item. The authors presentdered list of the items (together with a short
description). The order is an increasing orderifficdlty, and an index of difficulty is given. Sha list is
called arordered item booklgDIB) in standard setting literature. The method baen developed for cases
where an IRT analysis has been used to estimatdiffloailty parameters of the items.

The procedure to convert these judgments to acouegfor each panel member) uses the importardegin
of athreshold regionwhich will be explained with the help of an exdepn Table 6.8 a fictitious example
of a judgment form is given for a test which is mhee suitable to set the standards A2/B1 and BIIBa.
form is a bit abridged because the item descriptame left out. The rightmost column contains the
judgments of a panel member. The column labellétic¢dity” contains a difficulty parameter estimafi®m
an IRT-model used. The higher the numbers, the whffieult the item is. The column labelled “iterdl
identifies the item in the test, so that it carldmked up during the judgment procedure.

We will assume that all the judgments of this paneimber for the items 1 to 10 were either Al orai@
that after item 21 no such judgments appear. Onasea from the table that according to the judgroétite
panel member there is no sharp cut between A2 aniteBis that is consistent with the ordering in
difficulty: items 15 and 18 are judged to matchhwitvel A2, although there are easier items, whigh
judged B1. The range of items, which are precegeal dlear (i.e. steady and unambiguous) sequence of
judgments at the lower level and followed by a cksmjuence of judgments at a higher level, is dalie
threshold rangeln the example, this range contains the itemthfigugh to 18.

The basic idea of the method is that the threstaside, and the corresponding range of the underlyin
variable (the latent variable), indicate a regidreve the cut-off point has to be located. For thaeulying
variable, the difficulty parameters may be usedhsbthe cut-off point is to be located somewhsrveen
-1.63 and -1.20. The midpoint might be a reasonetbéce. Of course, every standard setting mustateh

2L«Orderly assigned”.
22 n fact the method was presented as a confereaymer jat the 2002 meeting of the American Educalti@eaearch Association in
New Orleans with the titi§etting performance standards: the item descriff®)y matching method.
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cut-off score in the score domain. So the cut-offipon the underlying variable must be converted tut-
off score This conversion is technically quite involveddds discussed in Section 6.8.3.

As to the definition of the threshold range, théhats of the method propose that the starting psitite
item that is preceded by at least three consecjutdgaments at the lower level. In the example ihisue
because items 11, 12 and 13 are judged to mata@nd2he end point is the item number which is
immediately followed by at least three consecujidgments at the higher level (the items 19, 202Zhdre
judged to match B1).

Table 6.8: Example of an ID Matching Response Form  (abridged)

Rank number Item-id Difficulty Judgment

11 213 A2

22
12 13 -2.11 A2
13 7 -1.84 A2
14 1 -1.63 Bl
15 4 -1.48 A2
16 8 -1.47 Bl
17 3 -1.32 Bl
18 17 -1.20 A2
19 15 -1.06 Bl
20 9 -97 Bl
21 19 -0.94 B1

For applications in relation to the CEFR, the sasag this method seems to depend quite criticallyhe
tight relation between difficulty of the items atigk level of the items. Ideally, one would say duaitem
that only requires abilities and skills describetlevel A2 is easier than an item developed fordld3.
This, however, might be too simplistic a view fas@und theory on item difficulty. If there is great
variability in difficulty within the levels attribied to the items in such a way that many of thedwtritems
from a lower level are more difficult than the e@syns from a higher level, this will cause verpda
threshold ranges, and make the intuitive appetiieomethod disappear.

6.7.2. The Basket Method

A method that has many similarities to the Itemedigsor Matching method was used for the standard
setting in the Dialang project (Alderson 2005) adresented in Section 5.6 in Training for Staddar
Setting. The similarity is that it also requiresamparison of the demands of an item in terms ®RhDs,
i.e. in terms of the “Can Do” descriptors of theREE The basic question asked from the panel members
however, is not a judgment on the items but focoesesn abstract examinee, having capacities atairce
level. The basic question to be asked can be pihes®llows:

“At what CEFR level can a test taker already anstiner following item
correctly?”

If the scope of the test is broad, for example dageall levels from Al to C2 as was the ambitian i
DIALANG, the same question has to be asked for &ach at each level. Although such a procedure
certainly has advantages in order to investigatesgtidity of the method and its outcomes (see next
chapter), it is quite time consuming and this miggate adverse effects on the motivation of the lpane
members.

Therefore a shortcut method was devised. The paemibers are asked to put each item in a basket
corresponding to one of the CEFR levels. If an itejput in basket B1, this means that a personaatevel
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should be able to give a correct response totis.iHere it is assumed that, if this is the cpeesons at
higher levels should also be able to give the comesponse. Notice that this judgment does nolyintyat
persons at a lower level shouldt give the correct response; it only means thath@neyes of the panel

member) a correct response should not reasonabibooired at lower levels.

Notice that the task for the panel members indbisdged method is logically the same as in thate
descriptor Matching method. In both methods a matchas to be found between a PLD (a CEFR-level)
and the requirements implied by the items. In task&t method, however, no information on the diffic
of the items is given to the panel members.

The method to convert judgments to cut-off scoras based on the reasoning that through the outobme
the Basket method, the panel member sets minimguoireaments for each level. Suppose that for adif it
test, two items are placed in Basket Al, sevenaskBt A2 and 12 in Basket B1, then it follows that
according to this panel member, 2+7+12 = 21 itemosilsl be responded to correctly by any one whao is a
Level B1 or higher. This number, the minimum requient, is interpreted as the cut-off score.

A small technical note is in order here: it maytte case that a panel member judges that an itsm is
difficult that it cannot reasonably be expectedtain a correct response at the highest leveltheor
procedure this means that the item does not &ninof the baskets provided. One can anticipathk auc
situation by adding an extra basket with the ldbiglher than [C2]". Of course, if a test aims atveeB1, it
is not necessary to provide baskets explicitlyalbtevels. The three highest ones could be labelk“B1”,
“B2” and “higher than B2".

It may be that the equating of the minimum requeatand the standard leads to standards thatare to
lenient. It might be reasonable to expect thatragreat some level will also be able to answerembly
some items which are required at a higher levek ot taken into account in the method, butesom
comparative studies (not published yet) show theBasket method tends to produce lower (morergnie
standards than other methods.

This section is concluded with some remarks.

» Both methods discussed in this section are ratdwamt and reflect the importance of the Performance
Level Descriptors (PLDs), which in the case of @ &R are operationalised as “Can Do” descriptors. |
is difficult to imagine that either of these metbahn be meaningfully applied in case of pass/fail
standard setting. The reason is that for each pedioce level (A1, A2, ...) the performance is destdib
in a positive sense (what one can do), whilefiiseasy to describe in a positive way what a perso
deserving to fail an examination is able to do.

* In principle both methods can be used for binaggng (such as MC items, yielding either a right or a
wrong answer), and for constructed response itertasks, (yielding a partial credit in the rang® @r
0-3, for example), which are more likely to occurtwitroductive skills. One should, however, not
underestimate the burden of work implied for tlaéning phase in this case. Suppose that for a sppak
task, a student can earn up to three points. @klswill then appear in the list of items/taskeéhtimes,
the first time as a task-response combination teptti a score of 1 point (rather than zero), tloeisd
time as a task-response combination leading tom st two points (rather than zero or one, but not
enough for three points) and a third time, leadthe full credit of three points. In the thresesithe
task description will of course be the same, batdghality of the responses will differ. To ascertai
good understanding of these differences, one shretdd to the rubric of the task (which is partiué
test specification), and probably add sample arsthat illustrate the intended use of the rubrtgsT
illustrates the necessity of good rubrics: one oaBrpect good standard setting using a rubricthgs:
“zero points for a bad answer, one point for ammamghat is not too bad, two points for an answat ts
a bit better and full credit for a perfect answéard. select good sample answers (local benchmarks),
has to make sure that the judges giving the mdsksteave a good understanding of the rubric an@ hav
followed them strictly. This illustrates the fabat the whole process of constructing a test or an
examination, from the first step (defining the pase of the test) until the last step (setting taadards)
is a long chain of interrelated decisions. As tiamdard setting is logically the last step, casgiess in
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one or more of the earlier steps is likely to shupnin the fact that the standard setting procethilmes
not seem to work”.

In their discussion of the Item-descriptor Matchingthod, Cizek and Bunch state that the items shoul
be presented to the panellists in increasing arfidifficulty, and, moreover, that an index of dtfilty
should be provided (as in Table 6.8). It is impotta notice that for the task given to the pastd|i

these indices are not used. They only become impowhen the judgments of the panellists are to be
converted to a cut score, but this conversionuglignot done by the panellists themselves, bilioé

by staff members conducting the standard settinggature. This conversion will be discussed in
Section 6.8.3. It may even be advisable not togmesuch numerical values, because they can dusily
misinterpreted, and may divert the attention ofghaeellists from their main task: the match betwien
requirement of the items and the descriptor(s) GE&R level.

Although the formal characteristics of the methoel@asy to implement (the judgment form is easy to
develop, and one for the ID matching method caddvenloaded from the website
www.sagepub.com/cizek/IDMforpit would be illusory to think that a “quick andtg” application of
the method will guarantee useful results. The s terms of validity, to be discussed in magtad
in the next chapter) depends critically on thresdies:

— Firstly, the clarity and discriminative power ottdescriptors.

— Secondly, complementarily with the first featutes tlegree to which panel members understand
well the meaning of the descriptors. This impliesrough familiarisation with the CEFR itself
and a good standardisation in the sense used préleseding chapter.

— The third prerequisite is that the items or tadkhe test or examination itself can be clearly and
unambiguously described and understood in termspedific level descriptors. Panellists have
to understand clearly which “Can Do” statementsplply and which ones do not apply in each
and every item or task.

The latter requirement also makes clear why maaa tme round of judgments is strongly advised. A
second round with normative data (prepared quibklyveen the first and second round) showing
particular cases of disagreement and discussimg ithamall groups, is hot meant to enforce unamimit
but to stimulate discussions which lead to a cleaneerstanding of the CEFR and the relation betwee
the descriptors and the requirements of the itanasis.

6.8. The Bookmark Method

The Bookmark method (Mitzel et al 2001) is gainuegy rapidly in popularity in the US. Most of its
ingredients have already been discussed in previmilsods, except for one, which will be explained i
more detail in this section. We start with an ov@mwof the important features.

The method is test centred and it is applicabléfioary as well as for polytomous responses
(constructed responses, CR).

Panel members use the concept of a minimal comipgaeeson or borderline person. For multiple
standards (as e.g. A1/A2, A2/B1 and B1/B2 for thme test) the procedure has to be repeated for each
standard. The burden of work, however, is less thame Tucker-Angoff method because of the next
feature.

Items or tasks are presented to the panel membarsreasing order of difficulty. For CR responties
task appears several times in the list. For exaniflle 1 or 2 points can be earned on a task ttsk
appears twice, once as an instance where one gad aint and once where one can earn 2 points. Th
ordering of the items in difficulty is not triviand will be discussed in Section 6.9. Notice thist

ordered presentation is also used in the Descry&iching method, discussed in Section 6.7.1. Items
and tasks are physically prepared in the formlod@klet. Each page refers to an item (in caserwri
items) or to a task-partial credit combination &se of constructed responses. The content of eayeh p
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will be described in more detail. In the standaatdiisg literature, this booklet is referred to las t
Ordered Item Booklg{OIB).

* The concept of mastery of an item or a task. Mgdtere is defined in probabilistic terms. If a mers
masters an item, one can expect that he/she wélthie correct response with a rather high prolbgbil
The exact definition of “rather high probabilityg in principle arbitrary, but in many cases ités a&t?s,
although some authors prefer to set it at 50% aimer® at 80%. In standard setting literature this
mastery criterion is referred to as fResponse ProbabilitfRP). Panel members have to decide for an
item if a borderline person (at the given standard$ters the item or not. For RB/sthis means that
they have to decide whether the borderline perdbmgiwe the correct answer in at least two of theee
cases. (If RP = 80%, it is a correct answer irast four of the five cases.) It is important tkenaure
that panel members understand the notion of RPwelly and special attention to this understanding
should be given in the training phase. Althoughdhg no strict rationale to choose a particuldnedor
RP, the choice one has made has definite conseegiendhe standards that one will find. In geniral
holds that the higher the RP, the higher the staisdaill be.

» For task-partial credit combinations, the RP hapexial meaning. Suppose the maximum score on a
task is 3. If the partial credit equals one, ther&Brs to the probability of obtaining a partiegdit of
one or higherlf the partial credit is two, it refers to the pedhility of obtainingtwo points or morelf
the credit equals the maximum score the RP rebettset probability of obtaining it.

6.8.1. The Task for the Panel Members

The panel members are instructed to start withawest standard (e.g., A1/A2), and go through thekket
from easy to hard, and to decide for each item ndrehe probability of a correct answer is RP ghbr. If
the answer is affirmative, this means that the &dirte person masters the item, from the viewpoirihe
panel member. As the judgments start with the sai@ms, it is to be expected that the answerbeill
affirmative for some items in a row, but that aien item it will be judged that the borderlinasen does
not master the item any more. Suppose this hapgdtesn 11, then a bookmark (real or symbolic)la&ed
at that page. As soon as this happens, the pamebereswitches to the next higher standard (A2/Bthén
example), and continues the judgmental work froenitdéam where he/she was.

If there are three standards, then in principlentbek ends as soon as the third bookmark is pleaed this
may be well before the last item. It is good pr@Egthowever, to urge the panel members to look déms,
and even to consider the possibility of replaciadier placed bookmarks as they continagproceed
through the OIB.

In each round each panel member indicates hisflogrsonal standard in a table like the one dispthin
Figure 6.3, for the case three standards have setbd@he cells with the page numbers have tolled but
by the panel members. It is preferable to let tmtigipants indicate two page numbers as in FiguseThe
page numbers 11/12 for the standard A1/A2 mear(ithéhte view of the participant) a borderline merst
the Level A1/A2 has a probability of RP or moreattsswer item 11 correctly, but not for ltem 12.

The information collected after a round is collelchy staff members to make overviews to be usdien
next round or in a concluding session.

Round 1
Standards: A1/A2 A2/B1 | B1/B2
Page numbersg:11/12 | 24/25| 38/39

Figure 6.3: Panel Member Recording Form for Bookmar  k Method
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6.8.2. Content of OIB Pages

Each page of the ordered item booklet contain$all@ving information:

The page number within the booklet. This numbgiased in evidence (bold face) at the right upper
corner of the page, since this is the position pareanbers have to refer to in their judgments.

The position of the item in the test or the exartiama(upper left corner). If the easiest item ie thst is
item number 5, the left upper corner must staenfi”, while the right upper corner will stat&’;'as it
is the easiest item and takes position 1 in the @iBhe case of items with partial credits, a deub
reference is needed. For example “item 13-2". Téifiers to item 13 earning a credit of two points. |
three points can be earned on this item, therebeithree pages referring to this item, by refezerit3-
17, “13-2” and “13-3” respectively.

In the top centre of each page, the RP and the salle at RP is stated in texts like the followamgs:

— For binary items: Achievement level required for2&3 chance to answer correctly 1.84”
The RP is set at 2/3, and the value of the lateilityato have a probability correct of 2/3 is
-1.84. Section 6.8.3. explains how to compute\hlse.

— For partial credit items (as with constructed resas) the text is:Achievement level required
for a2/3 chance to obtain a partial credit @fpoints or more =1.38” This will appear on the
page with the item reference “nn-2". For the hidlsesre on a partial credit item the addition
“or mor€ is omitted.

The text of the item (the question) and in additimthis:
— For MC items, the response alternatives.
— For partial credit items, the precise scoring (ulbric) for obtaining the specified partial credit
It is advisable to also add in such a case tharagoule to obtain one point less and one point
more, in such a way that the panel member carhgedifferences in scoring at the same page of
the OIB.

The correct response(s):
— For MC items, this will be the key.
— For partial credit items, one or more sample respsearning the specified score may help the
panel members to focus on the precise meaningeagdbring rule.

Reference to a source book:

— With a reading test, where several questions (jfemesasked about a single text (=testlet), it is
advisable to collect all the texts in a source h@of. with numbered passages, and to refer to
the relevant passage in the lower right cornehefpages in the OIB.

— With listening tests things are a bit more compédaso a computer for every panel member
may appear indispensable, in order to allow pareghbers to listen to the spoken passages as
they feel the need to do so.

6.8.3. Technical Details

On the value of RP for the Bookmark method

The ltem-descriptor Matching method and the Booknmaethod are developed in the context of IRT
calibrated tests, and typically make use of thibcation results. We illustrate this for the singilease of
binary items, which are calibrated with the Rasdueh. Details for the case of partial credit itezas be
found in Cizek & Bunch (2007, Chapter 10).

In the Rasch model, the item response functioiivisngoy

_11g)=_&XPE-5)
PO el )
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where £ is the difficulty parameter of iteim(lts value is known from the calibration.) Firsinsider the
case where the ability equals the difficulty of tteen, i.e 8= 3 , then we can write equation (1) as
—119=py= SPB-A) _ exp(0) _ 1 _1
P(X =1|6=4)= ' = = ==
(% =1l0=4) l+expG-4) L+ exp(0) * 1 .
meaning that for a latent ability equal to theidiffty parameter of the item, the probability af@rect

response is exactly 0.5, and conversely, if Retissone half, the required ability for mastergagsial to the
difficulty parameter of the item.

If one sets the RP at another valpsay, then one needs to find a valuedouch that
xpO-f4) _
1+expf-£4)
The solution is given by

e:ﬂ,w{ﬁ}

where ‘In’ indicates the natural logarithmpf 2/3, we have (2/3)/(1/3) = 2 and In(2) = 0.68Bence we
find 8= 4 +0.693, and this is the scale value that is printed @@IB pages as the value of the achievement

level (see Section 5). Notice that to shift fromR# of one half to 2/3 (as a requirement for mgsténe
scale value increases with 0.693 logits. If one g& mastery criterion RP at %, the increase(®
1.098, and for an RP of 4/5, the increase is 1n(2)386.

The provisional standard for the Bookmark method

As an example, some page numbers are displayeaghie 6.9, together with the achievement level BrR
0.5 (second column) and for RP = 2/3 (rightmosticwl). The difference between the two latter columns
In(2) = 0.69. Assume that RP has been set at Bdbsame panel member has put the bookmark for A&fA2
13/14. This implies that according to this panehther the borderline person masters (with an RR%f 0
the items 1 through 13, but not item 14, which iepthat the achievement level (latent abilityjhe
borderline person must lie somewhere between dn@4-1.63. Usually one takes the lesser valueesfeth
two as the provisional standard (of that panel mexniNotice that this provisional standard is aueabn the
latent scale. To arrive at the group standardptbeisional standards are aggregated (by taking the
(trimmed) average or the median), so that the getapdard is also expressed as a value on the &miale.

Converting latent scale standards to cut-off scangbie Bookmark method

The simplest way to convert standards on the lateaie to cut-off scores in the score domain iss®a
table that gives good estimates of the latent viduall possible scores in the test. An examplgiven in
Table 6.10. Suppose the standard on the laterd scdl.35. From the table one sees that a sc@ditefims
correct) leads to an estimated latent value o04,.4maller than the standard, while a score dfak0an
estimated value of -1.257, higher than the standdris will lead to a cut-off score somewhere betwé
and 10, and this value has to be rounded, takingpakiderations of false positives and false riegatinto
account, as explained in Section 6.3.4.

Table 6.9: Bookmarks and Achievement Levels

Page number Achievement level Achievement level

for RP =0.5 for RP = 2/3

11 2.13 1.44

12 -2.11 -1.42

13 -1.84 -1.15

14 -1.63 -0.94
s ka8 0.79
19 a3z -0.63

20 -1.20 -0.51

21 -1.03 -0.34




Table 6.10: Estimated Theta

Score Estimated theta

-2.153

5

6 -1.938

7 -1.746

8 -1.571

9 -1.409
10 -1.257
11 -1.114
12 -0.977
13 -0.845
14 -0.717
15 -0.592
16 -0.471
17 -0.351

An important question, however, is which estimédtthe latent variable should be used. In Sectiohds.
the Reference Supplement, several estimates anaesdisd, and it was shown that the maximum likelihoo
estimate can be seriously biased. Therefore vgsable to use the Warm estimator, contrary totv@izek
and Bunch advigé This is especially important if the standardra tiomain score happens to be rather
extreme, relatively low or relatively high.

An extra problem with the Item-descriptor Matchingthod

In the Bookmark method, the RP-value has to bediuired to the panel members and clearly explained.
This is important, because the higher the RP, tiittes the standard will be, and panel memberst ines
clearly aware of the meaning of the RP.

In the ID matching method, to the contrary, theasgt of RP does not enter the game, because panel
members only have to indicate at which level (A2, Atc...) each item fits best. From the difficukeyél
displayed in Table 6.9 (third column) one cannatube if these are the difficulty parameters or the
achievement level for some other value of RP th&nAs was argued above, these numbers are ofenmus
the judgment task of the panel members beyond gy@iolue that the items are ordered in difficuBuyt

once theahreshold regiorhas been determined, these numbers play a cesigabecause they are used to
determine the provisional threshold (for each pamsinber), and ultimately to calculate the groupcsad.

We can see the problem in a thought experimengugio groups of well trained panellists. In onewgrdhe
difficulty levels displayed for them equal the ditflty parameters as they have been found in tlseiRa
calibration; in the other group the difficulty ldgare the difficulty parameters plus In(2), cop@sding to
an RP of 2/3. Since the basic task of the parelisto concentrate on a match between the reqeireaf
the items relative to the CEFR levels, it can beeeked that the threshold regions will not shoviesysitic
differences between the two groups of panel membeswill not be influenced by the magnitude & th
numbers displayed for each item. But the standawdgputed from the difficulty values will differ kyvalue
of approximately 0.693 (= In(2)) in the two groupore generally, this means that the standardgeatrat
are arbitrary to a large degree, depending on wiadles happen to be displayed as difficulty levels

2 |n the literature it is advised to use the testrabteristic function to convert latent valuesdores. In the Rasch model and the two
parameter model, however, this conversion is theesas using maximum likelihood estimates. Warnmesttis are provided by
default in the software package OPLM, which is @dé on simple request from norman.verhelst@dito.n
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6.9. A Cito Variation on the Bookmark Method

The Bookmark method may get more complicated ifitdn@s do not discriminate equally well (which is
more often the case than not). A simple exampli twb items is displayed in Figure 6.4., wheredhshed
curve represents the best discriminating item. tWeecurves represent item response functions: ithleye
the latent ability (horizontal axis) to the proldabpiof obtaining a correct response (vertical §xis
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Figure 6.4: Items with Unequal Discrimination

If one uses the Bookmark method with RP = 0.5-{ieftd panel), the dashed item will have a highgepa
number (being presented as the most difficult efttto) in the OIB than the other item, while with RP of
0.75 (right-hand panel), the reverse holds: thaahitem will now appear as the easiest of the Tis
illustrates the fact that “difficulty of an items inot a simple concept, and presenting the ordefitige
difficulties by a simple number may confuse panehtbers.

The method developed at Cito (Van der Schoot 28043 at presenting in a graphical way difficultydan
discrimination values of all items in a single dizggp Consider the least discriminating item in Fey6.4: for
RP = 0.5 the required ability is 0; for RP = 0.#g required ability is about 1.1. One could desigra
chance of 50% to get an item correct as “borderiastery”, while a chance of 75% correct could &lied
“full mastery”. To go from borderline to full masyethe ability must increase from 0 to 1.1. One dmplay
this graphically in a figure like Figure 6.5, whishan item map for 16 items that contains inforaratibout
the difficulty and discrimination of each item. Batem is represented as a piece of line, stretched
horizontally. The left end corresponds to the diffiy parameter of the item (RP = 0.5), and thgtlers
indicative for the discrimination value: the longke line, the less the item discriminates. Thhtrend
corresponds to a higher RP, 0.75 or 0.80, saydidmay is constructed in such a way that thedatts of
the item lines increase as one goes from bottaimptoOne should take care that the lines are phpper
identified, such that panellists can associate éaeltlearly with an item in the test.

The vertical line symbolises the provisional stadd# a panel member, and by drawing this lineh@ding
a ruler) the panel member can quickly have an agerof the consequences of his/her decision. In the
example the proposed standard implies full masiétye items 1 to 8 and of item 11. For the itena@ 10
there is almost full mastery. For item 12, borderlmastery has been reached, and for the itents 16 t
borderline mastery is not reached at all.

To apply the method, the panel members can be aslérdw a vertical line, or to give a numericaluea

that corresponds to the location where the verticaltouches the horizontal axis in the figure igthis 0.6
in the example).
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Figure 6.5: Item Map, Indicating Difficulty and Dis  crimination

Notice that from Figure 6.5 one cannot deduce invealy what the distribution of latent abilitiestime
target population looks like. To avoid all assaoias with, e.g. a normal distribution, it may bevigdble to
change the scale values that are displayed al@nlgatizontal axis in the figure to a convenieniestaving
no negative values, and an easily understood kemitexample, adding 8 to all numbers displayedgtbe
axis in the figure, and the multiplying by 10 witlake the numbers range from 50 to 110, avoiding
interpretations in terms of percentages, and bieneggrained enough to require provisional stanslard
expressed as whole numifré\fter the standard setting is completed, theltastistandards can easily be
transformed back to the original scale, and stalsdiarthe score domain are determined in the saayeaw
in the Bookmark method (see Section 6.8.3.)

6.10. Special Topics

In this concluding section a number of specialdepiill be touched upon briefly. These topics are:
» standard setting with heterogeneous tests (ackdky;s

» standard setting and test equating (across adnaitigsts);

» cross language standard setting.

6.10.1. Standard Setting Across Skills
In some settings the requirement might be to repuetsingle, global result as to an examinatiomickte’s

CEFR level, while the examination itself may conseisthree or more parts, with each of these stbtes
addressing a different skill.

24 An alternative or supplementary approach mighthie¢dlude CEFR descriptors relevant to the teststaskhe piloting or pre-
testing as items for teacher-assessment or saéssent and then, at an appropriate point in ttessef standard setting rounds, to
show panellists where they appear calibrated tdetieat scale shown on Figure 6.5. See Sectiod.2)5.
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One can take different viewpoints regarding sushuation. Two viewpoints are discussed, a comgenga
and a conjunctive approach. It is argued that bpfiroaches, if applied to the extrercan lead to
unacceptable results; a reasonable solution ifotie of a compromise is discussed as well.

Compensatory approach:On the one hand, as an extreme position, one comsider all tasks and items
in the mixture of skills and apply any of the methaliscussed above on the whole collection of itenas
tasks simultaneously. In proceeding this way onstmrealise that test scores are per definition
compensatory in nature, since they are sums ofateatask scores. Failing on some tasks may be
compensated by good performance on other taskengsas the test is homogeneous with respect to the
nature of the tasks, such a compensatory mechasiguite natural, and one does not have to be coede
with the precise items and tasks that are solvédiled.

However, with a more heterogeneous test, this casgiery viewpoint may not be adequate. For example,
suppose that a certain national examination foliEmgonsists of a reading test, a listening @speaking
test and a writing test, with a maximum score d¥ pfints on the four parts taken together. Supfuseer
that the Body of Work method is applied to set dtds and that care is taken to collect work sasrijpten
different regions in the country. If regions diffearkedly in their teaching investment and/or etiperfor

one or more of the skills, typical profiles on &kinay show different patterns across regions dme
region little attention is paid to speaking, eviea best students may be characterised by poorisgeahkd
perform at the same level as the average studeagions where sufficient attention has been gteethis
skill. Taking all skills together would hide podsilimportant differences in profiles.

Therefore it is important that a thorough studynslertaken to investigate the extent to which a
unidimensional approach is appropriate. In additestudying the structure of the different skifessible
differences in structure between schools, regiongsdruction methods used, surfacing as diffeeditim
functioning (DIF), would have to be examined befamnenidimensional approach could be justifiedhére
are in fact marked differences or only moderateatations between the skills, one has to face s¢ver
problems, two of which we mention here:

1. Arational decision has to be made on the weightiitg which each skill is represented in the total
score. If there is some legal provision that sayekample that each skill is equally importangrtthis
problem is solved.

2. But even with an imposed weighting, one has noantee that in examinee centred methods such as the
Body of Work method, the panel members will indaed this imposed weighting when they have to
come to a holistic judgment of the student’s level.

Conjunctive approach: The alternative is an approach that takes eadlrsskiarately, which implies that
standard setting is carried out for each skill safedy. The conjunctive decision rule states thmet lbas
globally reached a certain level only if one hacheed that level for each skill. Applying this rideall its
rigidity may lead to unacceptable results, as desttmay not be granted Level B1, even if he hashed
B2 in three of the four skills but not the A2/Baistlard for the fourth.

A compromise between compensatory and conjunatiles imay seem reasonable in this context: a general
conjunctive rule may be set with some compensaircgptions, as in the example just mentioned, withere
may be reasonable to grant Level B1. The exact@atithe compensatory exceptions must be congldere
with care, and a good approach is to discuss thigmtkae panel members after they have set the atdad

for each skill separately.

6.10.2. Standard Setting and Test Equating
As standard setting is a rather expensive undegaki may be worthwhile to investigate possilsiiito
avoid a lot of the work, certainly in cyclical exarations where the test specification tends todpeated

from year to year without major modifications.

If careful standard setting has been carried aubvfie year's form of the examination, the resuithe
standard setting may be transferred as it werenemaexamination form (e.g. for the following yehy)
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applying a technique called test equatingoosely speaking, test equating designates adtigh of
techniques in which for each score in one testoativalent score in the other test is determinegp8se the
standard A2/B1 has been set for the first year&reration at a score of 35. If the equivalent schr@5 on
the second year’s examination is 37, this autorayientails that the cut-off score for this yeaBir.

Applying test equating has two aspects which magtdrefully taken into account. The first is ofadmost
purely technical nature, the second is conceptual.

To apply equating technigues, it is essential tthetwo samples of students taking each examinatien
comparable in some way. Such comparability mayriseied either by using common items in both
examinations or by taking measures such that tbestanples are statistically equivalent. Neitheraagh
can be implemented easily in an examination contesxtally it is not possible to repeat last year’s
examination in the current year for reasons ofesggrand equivalence of samples is difficult toagitsince
students usually cannot be assigned randomly lteregixamination. A slightly more able populatiors th
year may cause this year's examination to lookeedisan it is. If this is not recognised, and the t
populations are considered as equally able, tHidead to strict standards.

Using IRT techniques similarly requires that the xaminations are anchored in some way, meanatg th
parts of both examinations have been administeredsample of students. (See Section G of the &afer
Supplement for more details; see also Section .J.2.3

The conceptual issue has to do with the constralddity of both examinations. Although using therea
specification is a reasonable measure to obtaiivalgnt constructs, it may not be sufficient, abody has
a complete understanding of the composition ottrestructs measured by a language examination.
Techniques to investigate the dimensionality obanglex test such as Factor Analysis (Section hef t
Reference Supplement) may offer a solution here.

But the safest way to guarantee the validity aidfarring standards by equating is to carry outdsed
setting on the new examination anyway, to checkthdrahe standards obtained by transferring them
through test equation do indeed correspond tottrelards set by an independent panel of experegidg

6.10.3. Cross Language Standard Setting

Perhaps the most challenging aspect of linking @xations to the CEFR is to find methods that shioat t
examinations in different languages are linked @omparable way to the common standard.

Although it might be theoretically possible to adimster two examinations in different languageshmgame
sample of students, this would presuppose that gtadent in the sample has the same level of canpet

in both languages, which clearly would be nonsenkerefore, methods must be looked for which assume
that any student has taken only one of both exaiomsg treating each student’s performances irechfit
languages as those of unrelated candidates.

To link both examinations to the CEFR, use can bdarof plurilingual panel members, who can give
trustworthy judgments either on the items (in testtred methods) or on students’ work in both laggs.
The Body of Work method may be a good candidathériatter case. For test-centred methods, anyadeth
that does not presuppose IRT calibration can be umsgrinciple. IRT based methods will not work hase

of the impossibility to scale both exams on theeagale, because the design will not be linkedujino
common persons (see above) or common items.

As such cross-linguistic standard setting is reddyi new?®, care must be given to a number of threats to the
validity of the procedure. Here are some topigsay attention to:

2 A good introduction can be found in Kolen & Bren{2004).

Ba cross-language CEFR benchmarking seminar was hbgttte CIEP in Sévres 235 June 2008. At this event, samples of
French teenagers speaking English, German, Fréatian and Spanish were rated onto the CEFR lewnaisuiltilingual teams. A
report is available on the Council of Europe webitew.coe.int/lang
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As it is impossible to hide the language of the teshe panel members, thus excluding “blind”
judgments, it is important that there are not t@mynsystematic differences in construct between the
two language tests, to avoid the panel memberg ukiferent constructs for the two languages.
Therefore, care must be taken that the two examimabr tests have the same or very similar
specifications.

Care must be taken in the composition of the pemieaive a well balanced design with respect to
expertise in both languages. If the two testsmenglish and French, care must be given to the
language and training background of the panel mesnber example half of them may be native in
English, the other half in French, or a balancetrbassought for the main rating task: half of tlaag
members being teachers of French with sufficieafigiency in English, and vice versa for the other
half.

This balance must be maintained in sub-groupseopéimel formed for discussion.

In a similar way, the material to be judged (beeitformance samples or items) should be presentad i
well balanced way with respect to sequence of ptasen as well as with respect to content.

Steps must be taken during standardisation traiirgmsure that that all members of the panel ayaly
same standard to each language. There is a dahgystematic distortions caused by the traditions,
reference publications and terminological diffeesassociated with different pedagogic cultures. It
vital that panel members use and refer to theiaffaiteria and benchmarksnot preconceived internal
standards.

Detailed records of the procedure must be keptjfgmuksible, results from the bilingual standard
setting procedure should be compared with the teesti monolingual procedure in either language,
collected with an independent set of panel members.

6.11. Conclusion

This chapter has given an overview of a numbetasfdard setting procedures, but it pretends in ap to
be exhaustive. A comprehensive overview can bedauisection B of the Reference Supplement and
additional procedures exploiting teacher judgments$ IRT to incorporate an external criterion irfte t
linking study are presented in Extra Material pdexd by Brian North and Neil Jones. The accentig th
chapter has been put on the feasibility and apammess of the selected methods for languagedestid
for linking to the CEFR by stressing a good underding of the basic notions.

Of course, during and after the application ofghgcedures, one needs quality monitoring focussed o
several questions:

» Has the procedure of standard setting had thetsféacintended: was the training effective, didgaeel
members feel free to follow their own insights? amdilar questions are relevant here. These are
guestions of procedural validity.

Are the judgments of the panel members to be tugteeach panel member consistent with himself/
herself across the various tasks he has carriedapanel members consistent with each othéueiin t
judgments and to what extent is the aggregatediatdrio be considered as the definite standardip or
they have some measurement error just like tesesed hese questions and their answer constiteite th
internal validity of the standard setting.

The most important question, however, is whetherésults of the standard setting — allocatingesitsi

to a CEFR level on the basis of their test scasetrustworthy, and the basic answer to this qoesti
comes from independent evidence which corrobothtesesults of a particular standard setting
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procedure. It is the task of everyone applying saupihocedure to provide an answer to that quesdiod,
this is precisely what is meant by validation. Seglidence may come from different sources, such as:

— Cross Validation: repeating the standard setting procedures witm@ependent group of
panellists;

- Complementary Standard Setting:carrying out independent standard setting usidifferent
procedure that is appropriate to the context;

— External Validation: conducting an independent study to verify the teseflthe standard
setting by referencing them to an external criteribhis external criterion might be a test for the
same skill(s), known to be reliably calibratedie CEFR. However, it might be judgments of
teachers or learners trained with CEFR descriptors.

All these issues are considered in Section 7.5.

Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

* whether specialist support or further reading oarstard setting is needed

» what method(s) is/are the most appropriate in thetext

» whether to adopt a method judging the difficultynalividual items(e.g. Descriptor matching or Baske
methods) or a method judging the cut score onépenting scale for the trial test (e.g. BookmarkgdB
of Work methods)

» whether two methods might be used to validate etiedrs’ results

* how panellists will be given “normative feedbacki their behaviour after the first round; is eleatio
voting’ feasible?

» whether IRT difficulty estimates will be availabbenform the standard setting process or whether p
values will have to be used

» what sort of “impact data” on the effects of prdeisal standard setting might be made available to
inform later rounds

» what support may be needed in applying the chosthads

2" For information on the application of electroniding, see Lepage and North (2005).
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7.1. Introduction

Linking an examination to the CEFR is a complexcpss involving many steps, which all require a
professional approach. Validation concerns the lmdyvidence put forward to convince the test utieas
the whole process and its outcomes are trustworibst users are to be understood in a very brazkse
they range from students (or their legal repredimets, like parents) taking the test, educatiomal political
authorities using test results for policy decisidegtbook developers and teachers, testing aggncie
employers and trade unions, the scientific commyunitolved in language testing, and if the stakes a
really high, also legal authorities. Although thregent Manual focuses on the linking process atlzer
strict sense, culminating in the application of enenore standard setting procedures, it would tst¢aken
to assume that the validation process can becatestrcompletely to the activities and outcomes rilesd in
Chapters 3 to 6. In the present chapter, mosteoptbcedures and technigues to be discussed sallad
focused on the linking process proper. Howevegpamate section (7.2.) will be devoted to general
prerequisites, pertaining to the quality of therad®ation: content validity of the examination, fhot, the
pretest, some psychometric aspects, and the tiofisgandard setting.

The discussion about the validity will be organifieereatfter in three separate sections, two of tiieating
with the validity or trustworthiness of the procedlitself and its basic outcomes. In Section @t8¢cedural
validity will be discussed and in Section 7.4, ifiernal validity , to be understood as internal consistency,
will be given attention to. In Section 7.5, finalthe most important and most difficult part of tradidation
processthe external validity, is focused upon. In general, external validitigre to allindependent
evidence that other methods come essentially tsah® conclusions as the methods and proceduties in
current study.

Validity is not a question of all or nothing, butreatter of degree. A report on validity will requiattention
to the many facets involved, putting forward welhsidered arguments and empirical evidence to pirder
any statements and claims to generalisability tRisrreason, it is indispensable for a good vailestudy
to have all activities carefully documented.

The end of the chapter will conclude the Manuahwibme reflections on the state-of-the-art in stashd
setting and a brief outlook on the future.

7.2.  Pre-requisites: The Quality of the Examiation

Linking a qualitatively poor examination to the GEFs a wasted enterprise that cannot be savespaired
by careful standard setting. In this section a nemab important aspects of the examination itséllf lve
reviewed briefly from the perspective of a goodiliy process. They refer to the content of the émation,
its operational and its psychometric aspects.

7.2.1. Content Validity

Usually the content of an examination is dictatgalrricular prescriptions that leave limited rofon
manoeuvre. Although the CEFR “Can Do” statemergd@mulated in quite an abstract manner, it may
happen that curricular requirements and the wayC#ER is articulated conflict. It may happen thane
items in the examination are so complex that amioiguous allocation to one of the CEFR levels is
impossible, while on the other hand, taking awayammbiguity may conflict with curricular requirenten

To solve this problem, different viewpoints cantéeen:
* The most extreme position is to abstain compldtely the linking to the CEFR. Although it might not

solve problems in the short term, publishing arguismenay be helpful for a revision or extensionhaf t
CEFR, or for a revision of the curricular requirerizeto make them more compatible with the CEFR.
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* A more nuanced approach might be to seek for a mommpe and to base the linking on only part of the
examination, leaving out for example 25% of thé&saand items used in the examination, because they
are difficult to relate to CEFR categories or lavel

* An alternative would be to select a standard sgttiethod which is less analytical, for which no
reference to specific CEFR descriptors is necesSanmye standard setting methods rely on broad,
holistic judgments (e.g. the Body of Work methodctton 6.6.), whilst others involve global judgnment
about where to place the cut-off between levela test, informed by a lot of psychometric inforroati
(e.g. the Bookmark method or its Cito variant: 8erst 6.8.—-6.9.).

Another aspect of the same problem is the extewhioh the relevant activities and competencesriest
in the CEFR are covered by the examination. Theigation of the examination (Chapter 4) detailsatvis
included in the examination, but not what has He&rout. Omission of important parts and aspeamfthe
CEFR construct can lead to one-sidedness and nfeikesmf generalisability in the linking unjustitie
There exist methods to quantify the content validitan examination and a practical example has bee
given by Kaftandjieva (2007). In order to avoid atanger of overgeneralisation, it is a good idestate
explicitly what the content coverage (content reprgativeness) of the examination is.

7.2.2. Operational Aspects: The Pilot

Before an examination is administered in a reafremation context, data may be collected at se\stagjes.
Usually one distinguishes between piloting andgsting.

A pilot is usually meant to try out the test madénn order to eliminate ambiguities, to check be tlarity
and comprehensibility of the questions and théirios, to have a first impression on the difficuttythe
tasks and items and to estimate the time load wedblSuch a pilot can be conducted on a small $oake

or two classes usually suffice), but it is usefol to present the material exclusively as a tagt{dtry to

elicit as much feedback as possible about thetgualithe test material. Qualitative methods sugh a
interviews and cognitive laBscan reveal a lot of interesting information abitwt planned examination, and
participants in such a pilot can be students aachiers. By good piloting unpleasant surpriseseatithe of
the pretesting and the real examination can bedadoi

One aspect that is easily overlooked in the coostm of itemised tests is the dependency betwiesnsi. A
test yields its maximum information about the camsdtto be measured if each item is a new and fresh
opportunity for the test taker to show his or Haitity or proficiency. An item that can be answered
correctly only if another iterphas been answered correctly, or a constructionev@rrong answer on item
i entails a wrong answer on itgrare extreme examples of dependency, usually chiteddional
dependencyBut more subtle forms of dependency can occur #ee case where working on an item
releases information about the correct answeremnjiwithout being fully informative. Moreover, this
information may be selective so as to be helpfly drihe correct answer to iteivhas been found. This
kind of dependency is calletiatistical dependencygnoring dependency may have awkward consequences
for the psychometric characteristics of a testl{sasleading to the inflation of the reliabilityefocient) and
also for the standard setting. Particularly in a&iobé projects where a calibrated item bank istpaiid an
examination is constructed by selecting a seteofig from the bank, dependency can have serious
consequences. If itenigndj have been administered jointly to collect the datahe bank calibration, and
if there is statistical dependency between thesm the psychometric characteristics of either efrthin
isolation, only one of them being part of the exaation, is unpredictable.

As the demonstration of statistical independene®isasy, it is certainly worthwhile to try andetd the
subtle strategies test takers may use to relat@emeo another during piloting. Well-construcfegdback
from candidates during piloting is a good way d@fritifying any such problerfis

2 A cognitive lab is a procedure where participamesinvited to take the test whilst thinking alardl making explicit the way in
which they understood the questions, their strate@nswer and the different steps they take.
2 For a statistical and psychometric treatment piedelencies using IRT, see Verhelst & Verstralen 200
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7.2.3. Operational Aspects: The Pretest

A pretest is usually designed to get informatiortlmmain characteristics of a planned examinafiart
from psychometric features (to be discussed sulesely), operational characteristics should also be
observed. A major source of information to be aiéld in this respect is the time allotted and néddethe
pretest. Although the number of items towards tiet @& the test that candidates do not manage t@ieben
may give useful information in this respect, astdao aspects go usually undetected:

» Students in need of time may pick the easy look&mgs to give a response. Especially if the
examination is a mixture of multiple-choice and stoucted response items, students may tend to pick
the MC items as a strategy to collect the highessible score. In such a case, non-response isutiff
to interpret: it may be caused by the intrinsididlifity of the items or by a time pressure strately
short questionnaire administered to (a subsehefstudents or to the teachers after the pretgsbma
helpful in finding a reasonable explanation of mesponse behaviour.

* It may happen that the total time allocated fortdwt is overestimated, causing a loss of inforomati
simple means to detect this is to ask the teacheote for each candidate the exact time that lsher
hands over the finished examination.

Apart from being a kind of rehearsal for the exaation to come, pretesting also has a central fangti
linking examinations to each other. As examinatimmsl to be unique in composition from year to yaad
because the target populations have no studentsnimori®, data from two examinations cannot be
meaningfully compared: differences in #neerage score may have been caused by systenitaienices
between the two student populations or by a diffeean difficulty between the two examinations gramy
mixture of these two causes, and there is no wépdoout to what extent both reasons apply unlesdlata
are linked in some way.

Because presenting item material to the same dtaiden pretest and in the examination itself has
unpredictable consequences due to memory effembsl, gractice will require that pretesting and livkkis
done two years (or periods) in advance of the ematitin proper. Supposing that the examination¥ &ar
1 and Year 2 are to be linked, then the pretestitiies them will have to be organised two yearadvance
of Examination 2, i.e., in Year zero.

It is advisable to plan the pretesting in whataller] a “balanced incomplete block design”. Thenite
material for the two examinations (together witmsareserves) is partitioned into a number of itémchks.
Each student participating in the pretest takes#ime number of blocks, but no student takes aliash. A
balanced incomplete block design has the follovagingracteristics:

» each block is presented to an equal number of stside
e each pair of blocks is presented to an equal nualb&udents;
» each block of items occurs in each serial position.

To accomplish these requirements, restrictions bae put on the number of blocks. Balanced indetep
designs are possible for 2, 3, 7 and 13 blocksnbufor other numbers lower than 13. For any efdiven
numbers, the number of different test forms to lepared equals the number of blocks. Table 7.1 shiogv
design for three blocks and Table 7.2 the onedwes blocks. In Table 7.1, each student gets otfeeof
three test forms. The numbers in the row for tséfiem indicate the content of the test and digo t
sequencing of the blocks. It is easy to checktti@three requirements for a balanced incompletekbl
design listed above are fulfilled here, as wellnethe design with seven blocks.

30 Even if a student takes two forms of an examimaiecause of grade repetition, for example), @mmot assume that his or her
ability is the same at the two examination momegntsl, in all psychometric analyses such a studentased as representing two
(statistical) students.
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Table 7.1: Balanced Incomplete Block Design
with Three Blocks

Test Form | Item blocks
1 1 2
2 2 3
3 3 1

Table 7.2: Balanced Incomplete Block Design
with Seven Blocks **

Test Form | Item blocks

NoOoUhAWN R
N~NoubhwN R
PNOUOAWN
WN RPN O

Care must be given not to administer the samddastto all students from one class or school, beea
systematic differences between classes or schaplgwssibly bias the estimates of pgaealues of the
items. In principle all test forms should be admsi@ied an equal number of times in each classaétipal
way of implementing this principle &piralling. The test forms are distributed in the class raomfixed
sequence: if the first student gets Form 4, the gets Form 5, then 6, 7, 1, 2, 3 and the sequience
repeated. Do not start the sequence in each clgs&orm 1. The test form starting the sequenceilshioe
picked at random, or should be one higher than evtiex preceding class ended. All this requires good
planning but it is a good safeguard against unémedbiases, which are difficult to repair.

Use of a balanced incomplete block design has Ladfiantages for constructing the examination. \&et
subset of items is selected to be included in daengnation of Year One, each item has been obsenved
conjunction with every other item. For the itemgated examination in Year Two the same applies, elcag
for the items not used. Every item from examinatoe is linked to every item of examination two. To
obtain balanced contents in each of the test fargesl, it is important to make each block as hetsregus
as possible with respect to content and to difficul

To continue this process, we look what happensgarYOne. The examination for Year One is admiraster
but in the same year pretesting is necessary éofollowing two years. Applying the same principke
before, in the Year One pretest, item materialvfear Two and Year Three is to be pretested, toagiae
the link between the examinations of Year Two aeadnThree. So the material for Year Two has to be
pretested again. This illustrates a basic principlerder to have good year-to-year linking of miaations,
the item material has to be pretested twice

Having completed the above, it is important thatufiicient number of test takers provide resporisesach
item. Classical Test Theory is poorly equippeddondie data collected in incomplete designs, suahdhe

%1 If one considers the three columns of numbersnmtiees that they start at a certain value in dperow, then climb to 7 and
restart from 1. The starting values for the columres1, 2 and 4. For 13 blocks, one can applydheesprinciple: the starting values
are 1, 2, 4 and 10 respectively. Of course, thie tads 13 rows in this case, and each test fornfiduadlocks of items. For test
forms containing five blocks of items, one needsli#ferent test forms, but in practice this is setdfeasible.
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will probably have to have recourse to IRT. Good oEIRT, however, requires substantial samplessize
200 responséSper item can be considered as a minimum in owlprdvide sufficiently stable estimates.

7.2.4. Psychometric Aspects

It is important that the pretest gives sufficieatalfor approximate psychometric characteristiahef
examination to be indicated. The first aspects eancharacteristics at the item level such as iffieudty
(p-value) and the discriminatory power of the itefhene sticks to indices from Classical Test Theanye
should realise that these indices are populatipemigent, and that their values are only indicativihe
values in the target population if the pretest darngprepresentative of this target population yief
exclusively on a number of schools for convenigigcg. schools of teachers who are members of the
construction team of the test) may lead to sermases.

Secondly, the reliability of the examination is ionfant to a good CEFR linking project, as it hasmapact
on the accuracy and consistency of the classifindt the levels of the CEFR, as will be demonsttrat
below. In estimating the reliability two aspecte & be kept in mind:

» It often happens that the KR20 (or Cronbach’s 3gljgina reported as reliability coefficients, butdbe
indices are not the reliability, they are lower bds to the reliability and with heterogeneous tdsty
may substantially underestimate the reliabilitffafbetter index is the greatest lower bound (GtdB)
the reliability as explained in Section C of thefdtence Supplement.

« If an incomplete block design has been used fopthtest, the GLB is only available per test fofr.
have a reasonable estimate of the reliability efdkamination as a whole, this index can be cordpute
per test form only for the items that will be s¢detfor the exam. On each such estimate, the Spaarm
Brown formula can be applied to estimate the rditglof the full-length examination. Taking the
average of all these estimates will give a readergtproximation to the examination’s reliabilifycare
has been taken to make the item blocks heterogerswlias representative for the final product as
possible.

7.2.5. The Timing of the Standard Setting

If linking to the CEFR is high stakes, there wilually not be enough time between collecting tha &am
the examination administration and the releas@@fésults to organise a complete standard setting
procedure and to assess its validity.

As it is advisable to use real data from studemem én test centred methods of standard settinggan
information, reality feedback; see Chapter 6),time between pretesting and final administratiothef
examination will probably be the time best suiteddrganising the standard setting. Using the teary
planning period, as described above, even offerpdssibility to cross-validate two standard sg#irT his
is explained in more detail in Section 7.4.

In the present section, the discussion will beriest to the consequences of what is sometimésdctide
pretest effectThis term refers to all systematic differencetsveen pretesting and real examination, which
may influence performances. The main influence gobpbcomes from a difference in motivation and all
factors directly linked to motivation like serioss of preparation and test anxiety. If the exatitinas

high stakes and the pretest low stakes, all theters may work in the same direction, that of lomgethe
performance in the pretest as compared to the ewedion. If this is the case, the impact data preskto

the panel during standard setting will be biasaetiraay have a systematic effect on the proposedastds:

if panel members consider themselves as beingttiod & a consequence of this biased informathus,
may lead to lower standards.

Here are some suggestions about what one possiblg do to avoid or control the pretest effect:

%2t is highly advisable not to take this numbemasestablished rule: it just gives an indicationhef order of magnitude of the
sample size. In high stakes applications one nimedgrofessional advice of a trained psychometrigifo can judge, probably with
the aid of computer simulations, the appropriatereéshe sample size.
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» Try to organise the pretest under conditions aflaimms possible to the real examination. Presgrdin
pretest as a kind of general rehearsal for theeneahination, close in time and with as high stadees
possible might tend to make motivation and prepaeges more similar for the two sessions.

* Adding a short questionnaire after the pretest beakielpful. For example students showing low irgere
in the pretest or asserting having had “no timepportunity” for a serious preparation might be
excluded from the analysis.

» If one succeeds in doing pretesting in the way rilesd for several years, pretest data and real
examination data may be compared to make an estiohdle pretest effect. If one obtains a fairbde
estimate over time, the pretest effect could béaixgd to the panel members, and a kind of “coedtt
impact data could be presented during the discussssions. For example, if the pretest effect is
estimated at two score points (the average beingints higher in a real examination than at gtete
time), one could add this effect to each scoreioéthin the pretest to compute the proportion of
students in each level using the provisional stedsd@Of course, one has to tell the panel memtersta
this correction (and its justification); nobodyrsda to win by withholding information and lying can
have serious consequences.

7.3. Procedural Validity of the Standardisation Tiaining and Standard Setting

In the preceding chapters, a number of procedures heen described to familiarise panel membets tivit
CEFR, to understand the specification of the exation, to determine useful benchmarks and to et th
standards. The standard setting sessions themseéreseed to start with explanations and instonstiso
that panel members feel confident in completingy ttasks. All these procedures can be considerateps
following good practice; ignoring them puts theammes at risk. Following such procedures can be
considered as reecessarycondition for a good result, or to put it in a malirect way: they exemplify the
saying “garbage in, garbage out”.

The validity problem is concerned with thefficiency of the procedures. Taking the examples of
Familiarisation (Chapter 3) and Standardisatiomitng (Chapter 5): if there is no training at althe
understanding of the CEFR, one cannot count oregicty a valid result. If, on the other hand, thggasted
training procedure has been followed, there isusrantee that the result will be successful; trayns
necessary, but was it sufficient? Validation oftaspect involves showing that the training has bee
effective: if one trains people to understand shingt one has to show that they really do undedsiizaiter
the training.

A number of aspects for demonstrating such proeddatidity will be discussed in turn. They are
explicitness, practicability, implementation, feadk and documentation.

Explicitness: This term refers to the degree to which the stahdatting purposes and processes were
clearly andexplicitly articulateda priori. It means that the whole process is defined béfatarts, that the
steps are clearly described, and that the conditamdl expected outputs for every step are descahed
fixed scenario.

A good criterion to judge on the explicitness isl@ck whether the planning is such that it cogldes as a
guide for a genuine replication of the whole prasedOne way of checking whether the explicitness
criterion is fulfilled is to ask the participanfdliey got a clear understanding of the purpogb®ttandard
setting meeting and how clearly the standard ggttiek was explained.

Practicability: Although some procedures are quite complicatedptéparation must be practical (see Berk

1986), such that:

* The standard setting method can be implementedutitjreat difficulty.

» Data analysis can be addressed without laborionpuatations. This does not mean that the
computations cannot be complicated; but the prémaravork — like producing Excel spreadsheets with
the appropriate formulae — must be completed wdbie the sessions.

» The procedures are seen as credible and interfrdtaimon-technicians.
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One way of checking whether the practicality ci@ipris fulfilled is to ask the participants if th&ining was
really helpful for them to understand how to peridhe task.

Implementation: This criterion refers to how systematically andrimusly the panel was selected and
trained, how well the CEFR levels were internaliaad how effectively the judgment data were deéh.w
Information on these points should be provided.

Feedback:This criterion has to do with how confident the @lafieels in the standard setting process and in
the resulting cut scores. Are the panellists happythey achieved the right result? Informatioadseto be
collected and reported.

Documentation: This has to do with how well the standard settiracpdure is documented for evaluation
and communication purposes.

7.4. Internal Validity of the Standard Setting

Questions of internal validity try to answer quess about thaccuracyand theconsistencyf the standard
setting results. Lack of consistency may be duedeneral weakness of the method applied or itlmeay
localised within one or two judges or a few itetiishe weakness is a local one, one might consider
removing certain panel members from the whole m®¢er the analysis following it) or basing thekiimg
process on a subset of the items and tasks irsghestxcluding those that have caused problems.

* Inremoving judges, one should be careful not tsémce the outcome of the standard setting in a
direction desired by the organiser. If evidencelmafound that a panel member did not understamd th
instructions or intentionally ignored them, thisynfee a valid reason to remove this panellist's iatan
the analysis. Post-session interviews and a welteiwed questionnaire may provide such evidence.
Such a removal should be well documented and ifithéreport it should be mentioned how many
panel members are removed and why.

* Removing items or tasks is an even more delicaibl@m. If linking to the CEFR is the main purpos$e o
the examination, e.g., by applying the rule thitikin the examination is the same as not having
reached the standard B1/B2, then removing certiams could seriously bias the content validityhef t
test. This in turn could create ethical problem#adaying students do preparatory work for an
examination, which turns out to be partially a wedstffort. If, on the other hand, linking to the KFEis
considered a side product of the examination, rémgotems from the linking study, whilst keeping
them in the analysis for reporting candidates’ itssaan be justifiable.

The rest of this section discusses a number ofsdpat are all related to consistency and accuracy

» the intra-judge consistency: where indicationssangght to show that a single judge has been censist
in his/her judgments with other sources of infoliorabne has about the test;

» the inter-judge consistency: where one investigat@ghat extent panel members agree with each other
in their judgments;

» the stability of the results, expressed as thadstaherror of the cut-offs;

» the accuracy and consistency of the classificdiased on the standard setting.

Not all methods proposed to check consistency @picable to all standard setting methods discusséuke
preceding chapter. Therefore we will use the medifiucker-Angoff method as a working example, and
add comments for other methods when appropriate.

7.4.1. Intra-judge Consistency

In this context, one can ask two sensible questisribe judge (panel member) consistent with
himself/herself and second, are his/her answersistent with other information one has about tist?te
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To answer the first question, it is necessaryfti@panel member gives an answer twice to the same
guestion (or to two very similar questions). Thisild be accomplished during standard setting ipe&ial,
repeated measurement set up in which the finaldaia partial repetition of items from earlier nois.
When working with multiple standards (for sevemddls) and the Tucker-Angoff method, one could ask
each judge to give their probability estimates@ad time for one of the standards. Since the (itibya
estimates are fractional numbers, a scatter diagraira correlation coefficient can give insighbittie
internal consistency of the judgments. The cori@tatan directly be interpreted as tiediability of the
judgments. Comparisons of these reliabilities acjodges may give useful information about outlyagel
members, and this may be used to possibly exclndeptwo panel members’ data from further analysis

In giving probability statements for a borderlirergon, panel members give implicitly an indicatodithe
difficulty of the items. Judging that the bordediperson has a probability of 0.6 of giving a coremnswer

to itemi and of 0.4 for item) means that the panel member judges thatitisreasie(higher values
indicating easier items). These estimated prolissiimay also be correlated with empirical indioés
difficulty, such ag-values (where one expects positive correlationgstimated difficulty parameters in an
IRT application (where the correlation is expedtete negative). This kind of indices can be casrgd as
avalidity coefficient as they express the relation betwlerjudgment on a set of items with an external
criterion, the empirically determined difficulti@f®m students’ responses.

Setting rules of thumb for adequacy of correlat®a difficult problem and one should be carefuhvguch
rules. The value of the correlation will depenctbigh degree on the standard deviation of the item
difficulties, lower values of the SD leading to lemwalues of the correlations (restriction of raeffect).
But as with the reliabilities, comparing the coatens across panel members may give valuablenvztion
with respect to outliers.

Computing these indices after the whole procedufimished is certainly worthwhile for reportingdan
publishing purposes, but they can be very useftinduhe sessions as well. After each judgmentahdo
these correlations and associated scatter diagramsasily be produced and be used in the discissto
point to misunderstandings or disagreements ttentight wish to solve.

Similar techniques can be used with other stanskttthg methods as well. We discuss two case$Bdody
of Work method and the Basket method.

* In the Body of Work method students are allocated CEFR level on the basis of a holistic judgnu#nt
a dossier of their work. One can consider theseRCIEfels as ordinal variables, A2 ranking highemth
Al, B1 ranking higher than A2, etc. For all of $tadents under consideration, the test score i&fkno
and the correlation between test score and allddatel can be computed; the bivariate data (scamds
allocated level) can also be graphically displaiyea scatter diagram. For the computation of the
correlation, it is advisable to use a rank coriefatoefficient, Kendall's tau, which allows for a
correction of ties.

* In the Basket method, the same rationale can liktaselate the allocated levels for the items tadl
empirical difficulty.

We end this discussion with two warnings:

* Inthe Body of Work method as described in the @datwy chapter, the dossiers of the students are
presented in the order of increasing scores. Eitlierank ordered information is conveyed to thagl
members, or not, in which case they soon will fid that there is such an ordering. By presenting
dossiers in rank order in this way, internal caesisy is induced to some extent by the methodritael
panel member will realise very soon that the higherank order of a dossier in the files of dassihe
has to judge, the higher the level that shouldlloeated. This may induce a kind of social desirgbi
(the panel member not “daring” to give a high leteeh work early in the row or a low level to a wor
later in the sequence). This tendency may obsouserhe extent what the panel member is really

33 See, for example, Siegel & Castellan (1988).
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thinking (and this may have odd consequences &othicomes of the procedure), while it will at the
same time lead to an increase of the correlatisrisgussed above.

* Some methods give so much information to the paweghbers that it is virtually impossible to exhibit
inconsistent behaviour. Typical examples are thekBwark method and its Cito variation, where for
each standard a single holistic judgment has tgivan. In the Bookmark method as discussed, véne
impossible by the way the procedure is definedjetoerate a lower standard for A2/B1 than for A1/A2.
This does not mean, however, that intra-judge st&riscy is not important in these procedures. In the
Cito variation of the Bookmark method, for examphes operational task for the panel members is so
simple (drawing a line or writing down a numbere &ection 6.9.) that an arbitrary individual stadda
set by an uninterested panel member may go undofi¢eerefore it is advisable to check the intraggid
consistency in this procedure by an extra tasks €buld go as follows. Once the individual standeas
been set, intra judge consistency can be derivegdih item if at the value of the standard “No
mastery”, “Borderline mastery” or “Full mastery”risquired. Referring to Figure 6.5, “No mastery” of
an item means that the vertical line, represerttiegndividual standard, passes to the left of the
horizontal line representing the item itself; “Berline mastery” means that the vertical line creshe
item line, and “Full mastery” means that the vettilme passes to the right of the item line. Sthwi
repect to the individual standard, all items carlassified as belonging to one of these thregyoaies.

In an independent task, the panel members coutssked to classify all items into one of these three
categories without the psychometric informationg(&&ure 6.5) being available. These two
classifications, one derived from the provisiortahglard and one collected by the blind allocatoam,

be displayed (per panel member) in a 3 x 3 frequéatale, and indices of agreement can be computed
for them.

7.4.2. Inter-judge Consistency

In judging inter-rater consistency, one tries teedmine the extent to which panel members agree edth
other or — in a weaker sense — give similar judgmeérhe latter is usually called consistency. Ihiportant
to make a clear distinction between these two qaisc®/e consider a small example to explain the
difference.

7.4.2.1. Agreement and Consistency

Suppose that 30 items are to be allocated to ofieeo€EFR levels, as in the Basket method, and the
judgments of two judges are summarised in a twaedsional frequency table (see Table 7.3). Oneean s
that Panel Member 1 allocated seven items to L&tebnd that Panel Member 2 allocatedtbhmeseven
items to Level A2. So for these seven items, theejtwiges disagree completely on the level thesesitare

to be placed at. But the same holds for the otkets as well, as we can easily see in the tabtause all

the frequencies on the main diagonal (the undetlimenbers) are zero. But in spite of this total
disagreement, one cannot say that there are nensgst similarities between the decisions of the tw
judges: Panel Member 2 places all items one leigblen than Panel Member 1, meaning that Panel Membe
2 is more lenient in his judgments than Panel Mambe

Table 7.3: Example of High Consistency and Total Di  sagreement

Judge 2
Al A2 Bl B2 Total

ALlO 7 0 0] 7

A2 |0 o0 11 ol 11

Judgel o, | g 0 0 12| 12
B2 |0 0 0 0| O

Total | 0 7 11 12| 30

Since the four CEFR levels are clearly ordered,aamecompute a rank correlation coefficient betwiben
judgments of both judges. Kendall's tau-b in trase equals 1, expressing complaiasistencyn the
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judgments of these two panel members. In gendyeth, twe can say that consistency measures, ggnerall
expressed by a correlation coefficient, are nosisign to systematic shifts in the judgments whieln be
associated with relative harshness or lenienclgarjudgments. Therefore, it is useful to pay aiteniboth to
agreement and to consistency when judging the wbilke panel membets

7.4.2.2. Three Measures of Agreement

To illustrate these measures, we use a more tieaigicome than the highly artificial data in Tafl8.
Suppose 50 items are to be allocated to four |lewrsdisfor two judges one finds the bivariate freaues
displayed in Table 7.4.

Table 7.4: Bivariate Frequency Table using Four Lev  els

Judge 2
Al A2 Bl B2 Total

AL P70 2 1 1] 11

A2 |1 010 2 1| 14

Judgel oo 1 o a2 2| 17
B2 |0 1 0 7| s

Total | @ 15 15 11| 50

The index ofexact agreemens the proportion of cases (items) where the twig@s come to exactly the
same judgment. The frequencies of exact agreemergien by the cells on the main diagonal (dasypr
of the table. So, in this example

:M: 36: 0.72,
50

which is not impressively high in this type of cexit Of course for items where the two judges disagthe
disagreement may vary in degree: an outcome wirettera is placed three levels apart is more womiso
than a case in which the allocated levels are adja@ hese latter cases are displayed in the djght cells
of Table 7.4 along the main diagonal. In total ¢hare 2+2+2+1+2 = 9 such items. Thdex of adjacent
agreemenits the proportion of items leading to exact agreeinor to a difference of one level. In the
example we find that

by = 2= 2= 090,

Even if the two judges give their judgments at @ndthe indices of agreement will not equal zeca, Vil
take a positive value whose magnitude will depemthe marginal frequencies (the bottom row and the
rightmost column in Table 7.4). Tlexpectechumber of cases in each cell — under the hypotloésendom
responses but with fixed margins — is given agtioduct of the row total times the column totalidéd by
the grand total. For the cell (A1, Al) in Table ¥4 gives 11 x 9/ 50 = 1.98. For the other tlueks on
the main diagonal the expected frequencies are 8.20 and 1.76, and the sum of the expected frees
for all cells on the main diagonal is 13.04. Theref if the judges answer at random, one expecitsdax of
(exact) agreement equal to

13.04

=——=0.26.
pexact) 50

E(
A widely used index of agreement, Cohen’s kapgeeddhis agreement by chance into account. Itfinet
(for the exact agreement) as
K= pexact_ E( pexac) .
1_ E( pexact)

34 A multifaceted IRT analysis of the judgment datangghe program FACETS is one way of doing this.
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In the numerator of this formula, the empiricalgodion of agreement found is compared with whatidto
be expected under random responding. The funcfittlecdenominator is to keep the maximum value of
kappa equal to 1. Notice that kappa can be negdftittee agreement found is even lower than onédcou
expect under random responding.

7.4.2.3. Evaluating Indices of Agreement

As is the case with many psychometric indices hard to evaluate the results found in a studnin
absolute manner. Formulating absolute benchmaittaredy feasible and can be risky.

» Take the index of absolute agreement as an exathhe.items to be judged form a fairly
homogeneous set, for example being constructetthéocevels A2+ and B1, an average index of
agreement of 0.8 may be exceptionally high. Orother hand in a case of a very heterogeneous
collection of items across a wide range of levtls,same value may be unsatisfactory, even poiting
a non-serious attitude of one or more panel members

» Itis useful to consider very carefully the setaffa standard setting study, and to keep in miatl ttre
method used may induce high or low values for tireement between panel members. The Body of
Work method offers a nice example. In this methadadents are allocated to a level, but the material
selected for the range finding round has to be tietgrogeneous, covering the whole score range, and
this heterogeneity will facilitate high agreemdhtne works with an absolute criterion (of say)dd&
the average index of agreement, reaching this valecreate a feeling of satisfaction. Howevethat
same time it may happen that this apparently mglex actually obscures the fact that one or twapan
members did not understand the instructions, amd kabstantially influenced the final standardann
undesirable way.

A more fruitful approach is offered by taking aatile viewpoint. The indices discussed above afieett
for pairs of judges. With 12 panel members, thisnsethat there are 12x11/2 = 66 pairs and for pach
one or more indices can be computed. Of courseetimelices will show variability among them, and th
important question is whether one can study thigdity to improve the results (in a subsequentrd
with discussion focused on the problematic areaf) mentify and remove some badly performing jeslg
or items in order to improve the overall qualitytieé standard setting.

Although there are methods to generalise indi¢esdiohen’s kappa to more than two judges, such sugnm
indices may tend to obscure outlying patterns aageldom useful in pinpointing the weak pointain
multi-rater study. Here we will sketch an easy wagvaluate the strengths and weaknesses of #re int
judge agreement. As an example we will use Cohappa index, but the same procedure can be applied
with the index of exact or adjacent agreement.

» Arrange the indices in a square table. The entogih(,j) is the kappa coefficient computed for panel
members andj. The table is symmetric, and the entries on thi miagonal are left undefined. They do
not enter any of the calculations to follow.

» Useful information can now be extracted by computimo indices for each column of the table:

— Compute the average for each column, yielding dexrfor each judge which expresses the
general level of agreement with all other judgegir@phical display of these column averages
will immediately point to the panel members disagng most with the others, as they will get
the lowest values.

— Compute the standard deviation in each column.jdinheevaluation of the average and the
standard deviation may give additional informatitfrihe average is low and the standard
deviation is small, this means that the panel memdisagrees with the others and does so in a
systematic way. This may occur in a situation whbespanel member has systematic
deviating ideas on the meaning of the CEFR or teammg of the items. If, on the other hand,
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the SD is high, this may point to erratic behaviduscatter plot of averages and standard
deviations may be helpful in diagnosing problemhwhne or more panel members.

The technique explained in the preceding paragrisphseful in cases where only a few panel members
show behaviour which deviates from that of the migj@f the other panel members. In cases where for
example the group of panel members falls apaingubgroups, who agree to a high level with member
of their own subgroup, but disagree substantialth the members of the other subgroup, this tealiq
may fail. In such a case, it is advisable to ushrni@ues which can reveal a complicated structuthe
matrix of agreements. Cluster analysis and muliédisional scaling may be appropriate here.

7.4.2.4. Finding Problematic Items

In standard setting procedures where panel menaliecsite items or tasks to a level (like the Basket
method or the Item-descriptor Matching method)rdhaae two easy ways to find out whether the nadati
lack of agreement can be attributed to a few itemsot.

The first one is to construct a table or a graghdesplay per item (e.g. a column diagram) givihg t
frequencies (absolute or relative) of allocatiomaah level. An example of a problematic item iggiin
Table 7.5 In Figure 7.1 the empirical item characteristieve for this item is displayed. Students have
been grouped in levels (as indicated along thezbotal axes) using the standards as set by the, eke
for each group the percentage of correct respaséss item is displayed.

Table 7.5: Frequencies of Allocation of a Single It em
to Different CEFR Levels

Level Al A2 B1 B2 Cl1l C2
Frequency 0 17 11 5 0 1

From the figure, two important characteristicsto$ titem can be derived: (a) it is a fairly difflcitem,
which cannot be solved by students at the A-leuad, (b) it has a proportion correct of less th&anfor.
students at the C-level. Furthermore, the curvecsasing rather steeply, indicating a good disierating
power for the item. Combining these empirical fagith the judgments of the panel leads to the domest
How can one explain the fact that the majorityhaf judges allocated this item to Level A2? Furthaam
one sees that only one panel member locates theatt@ C-level, while a simple analysis of Figure 7
seems to show that he/she is actually right! Th&rateaches us that applying a simple majoritg and
suppressing disagreement with a consensus iswaysla good decision. It is clear that the presiemtaf
Table 7.5 and Figure 7.1 would be valuable inpugfdiscussion round.

60

50 /!
40

30 /

10

ol

% correct

<=A2 Bl B2 C=>

Figure 7.1: Empirical ltem Characteristic Curve for a Problematic Item

A second method to generate an overview of proltienitams is to use the information from the biadei
frequency tables as shown in Table 7.4. In thdetdbere are five items which are allocated twonore

3 This is a real example from a recent standarthgeseminar.
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levels apart from each other by two panel membtosne identifies these items, and does so for @aihof
panel members, one can construct a frequency aaldsemplified in Table 7.6.

The rows of the table correspond to items, ana#éieentries are the number of times the item lesnb
allocated to different levels. The entry ‘3’ in thaw for the first item and in the column labelteslo’ says
that there were three pairs of panel members that placed this item in places exactly two levelsra
Items with the highest frequencies in the rightnométimn are probably the most problematic ones and
deserve the most attention in discussion roundsnfhe table, it is clear that item 3 deserves ratishtion.

Table 7.6: Summary of Disagreement per Item

ltem ID Two levels apart Three levels apart
3

OB WDN PR
ToOo~NOoOR

2
3
0
2

7.4.2.5. Indices of Consistency

Three different methods to judge the consistendgak of consistency in the rater judgments will be
discussed: the intra-class correlation, a methadiwik a direct application of Classical Test Tlyeand,
very briefly, a measure of consistency appropfiatgudgments on an ordinal scale.

The Intra-class Correlation: Consider the modified Tucker-Angoff method. Theibasitcomes of the
procedure are so-called Angoff ratings, i.e. stat@sabout the probability of a correct responsa by

borderline person. These data can be arrangeckeictangular array, the rows indicating the itent e
columns the panel members or judges.

In the ideal case where all judges would agree éetely with each other, all columns of this tableuld be

identical. This means that all variability betwedba numbers in the table can be attributed totdres. If

there is variability due to the raters as welly¢his departure from the ideal situation, whicpnescisely

what is called inconsistency. A way to expresdaiok of consistency is to express the proportion of

variance due to between item variance. This prapois called the intra-class correlation, and ieber

between zero and one, the latter being the ida&t&n. Here is how to compute this intra-classadation:

» Compute the variance on all the numbers in theetalilis variance is called thatal variance.

» Compute for each row in the table the average v&oenpute the variance of these averages. This
variance is the variance due to the rows (items).

« The ratio of the two is the intra-class correlatimlicated here symbolically gs,

The difference 1 g, is the proportion of varianagot dueto differences between the items. This variance

may be due tgystematic differencdsetween judges or to interaction between itemg@aiges and random
noise. To distinguish between the latter two we o@ypute easily the variance between the columns
(judges), by computing the average of each colwand,then computing the variance of these column
averages.

Table 7.7: Outcome of a Tucker-Angoff Procedure

ltems/judges 1 2 3 Average
1 38 32 24 31.3
2 27 31 38 32.0
3 42 33 50 41.7
4 51 49 47 49.0
5 52 60 62 58.0
6 63 58 71 64.0
7 71 68 75 71.3
8 82 77 92 83.7
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Average 53.3 51.0 57.4

In Table 7.7 an artificial example is given witlglet items and three judges. The numbers in the tabl
represent the number of borderline persons oud0fwlho would, according to the judges, give a atrre
response to each of the items. The rightmost colcomtains the row averages and the bottom row the
column averages.

In Table 7.8 the decomposition of the total varaimto three components is shown. The residuahneaé
(interaction and error) is obtained by subtractimgyitem component and the judges’ component fiamn t
total variance.

Table 7.8: Variance Decomposition

Source

Iltems 308.91
Judges 6.97
Residual 17.89
Total 333.78

From this table, we learn that:

» The intra-class correlation is 308.91/333.78 = 6,98eaning that only about 7.5% of the total varé&an
is due to the different way in which judges trém items.

* The variance due to systematic differences betyetges is 6.97, which compared to the total vaganc
is about 2.1%.

* The remaining proportion (amounting to 5.4%) is tdrae really could call inconsistency.

» In this (artificial) example the intra-class coatébn is very high, but this is not necessarilyp¢o
attributed to the quality of the judges or the d&d setting process in some absolute sense. dihs it
(row averages in Table 7.7) show a rather highatslity, and what the results in Table 7.8 readly is
that the inconsistency of the ratersakatively small compared to the variability between the gem

This splitting up of the total variance can eabitlyaccomplished (e.g. in an Excel spreadsheetijsarsgful
in guiding the subsequent discussion sessions hasv@ reporting on the internal validity of te&andard
setting.

Using Classical Test TheoryClassical Test Theory offers a nice index of cdesisy in Cronbach’s alpha.
To apply this procedure here, we use the Angoiiigatas given in Table 7.7 as test data, wherddhes
(the rows) of the table take the role of studentbtae judges take the role of items. So for Tabfethis
would mean that it contains the scores of eighdestts to three items. The value of alpha in thaweple
equals 0.97.

Note that the value of alpha does not change itittieof measurement is changed. Concretely, thgltre
will be the same if the data in Table 7.7 are essd as percentages or as proportfoMore details on
Cronbach’s alpha are given in Section C of the Ref®e Supplement.

Using Classical Test Theory also offers anotheaathge. Using the item-total correlations in thespnt
context gives an indication on how well each juffieving taken the role of item) agrees with therage
judge, thus giving a nice way to detect outlyinggdanembers. In the example in Table 7.7 all three
correlations equal 0.98.

Ordinal Measures: The methods discussed in the preceding sectiorappteeable whenever one has
observations that can be arranged in a two wa tatbstly items by judges in test-centred methdds o
standard setting or students by judges in exandaetred methods like the Body of Work method. A
problem can arise, however, when one has to dedidé exactly to put in the two-way table and how to
interpret the values in the table.

36 On the condition, of course, that one is constdtaughout the table: using percentages for ¢falfie columns and proportions
for the other half will lead to strange and comglietiseless results.
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We take the Item-descriptor Matching method asxamgle. The basic judgments given by the panel
members are CEFR levels, ranging say, from Al to@f could fill in these levels in the table, asdls,
but then one cannot apply the above methods diese require a table with numbers. What one can do
such a case is replace the labels Al through GBdgyumbers 1 to 6, and then proceed as abovieeIn t
literature, different positions are taken towandshsa procedure, some authors arguing that ittis no
permissible since the numbers used to fill theetgblto 6) are not measures on an interval scais.i$ a
correct argument, but it does not, however, makauie of techniques of variance decompositioneute
of techniques from Classical Test Theory uselegplying them may give useful information, everhiét
interpretation is not ultra-orthodox. On top oftthane can also have recourse to indices of camagtthat
completely rely on the ordinal character of theadédt good candidate is Kendall's coefficient of
concordance\®’ %,

7.4.3. Accuracy and Consistency of the Standarceging Method

Whatever one does do in the training sessionsratiteidiscussion rounds, if one insists that pareghbers
can give their judgments freely, independently aitiout fear of sanctions, it is unavoidable thegre will
remain variability in the judgments. This is notassarily a bad thing, because panel members are no
invited in their individual capacity, but to coned reasonable and well considered group decision.
Moreover, if the selection process of the panel bemsihas been carried out with great care, suthitba
actual panel members are representative for tleeirsp this means that with another sample of tine size,
one would observe results quite similar to the @mmeshas actually observed.

7.4.3.1. Standard Error of the Cut Score

An appropriate question to ask then is what thescates would be if one could involve the whole
population of judges who are considered as expdhta subject matter, i.e. the population meaweltake
the mean judgment (cut score) from the panel mesnbahe sample, their averaged cut score is amasst
of this population mean, and the standard e®&k)(of this estimate is given by the standard desra{sDy)
of the individual cut scores in the sample divilgdhe square root of the number of panel memirers
_ Sy

SE; T
In the literature this standard error is usuallgnpared to the standard error of measurement désteand
it is generally agreed that the standard errohefstandards must not exceed the standard error of
measurement. But some authors are stricter. Catedr(99) require that the standard error of the
standards should be at most half of the standaod e measurement, while Jaeger (1991) requiresbe
at most one quarter. Norcini et al (1987) advise the standard error of the standards shouldenatdre
than two items out of a hundred. This means thaa fest of 50 items, the standard error of thescate
should be at most one.

Standard 2.14 of the AERA/APA/NCME (1999) states:

“Where cut scores are specified for selection asgfication, the standard errors of measurement
should be reported in the vicinity of each cut ecor

Simple applications of Classical Test Theory usuaport a single value for the standard error of
measurement, implying that scores (as indicatoteefrue score) are equally precise independeitlye
value of the (true) score. In applying IRT, howevkis well known that the standard error of ailigb
estimate depends on the value of the variabld {ised the concept of test information in Apper@iof the
Reference Supplement).

%7 For a good introduction, see Siegel and Castel888).

%8 There also exist valuable techniques to do quaivit analyses on tables that contain data atahenal level, i.e. where A1, ...,
C2 are just considered as labels. These technigadsiawn under several names, like homogeneityyaisabr multiple
correspondence analysis. A practical referenceE€[0 (2005), Chapter 10.
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Within the framework of Classical Test Theory, thbave been attempts to arrive at different vaioethe
standard error of measurement which depend orctire fevel (Feldt et al 1985). A suitable formuba f
expressing the standard error at different scaredddfor tests consisting of binary items is froraits
(1957):

X(k=X) x 1_pxx'
k-1  1-KR,

SEM(X)=\/

In this formula:

» Xrepresents the score;

e kis the number of items;

* P, isthe reliability of the test;

* KRy is one of the Kuder-Richardson formulae, whichregpes the reliability of a homogeneous test for
items of (about) equal difficulty. The formula fibre KR, is given by

_ k kpg
KR,, —m{l——}

SOy

where p is the averagp-value andq=1- p.

Notice thatSEM(X)gives a different outcome, depending on or conaiti@n the scorX. Therefore it is
usually called the conditional standard error ohswement. Its values are largest for scores heaniddle
of the score range, and decrease as the score leitt@mes lower or higher. This means that if drases
a criterion to judge the standard error of thesoaire, such as the requirement that it is not hittean half
the standard error of measurement, this will leaa tequirement of a smaller standard error thiaéuthe
cut score is away from the middle of the score eang

7.4.3.2. A Paradoxical Situation

It is well known that in applications of IRT, onbtains the most accurate estimates of the latelittyglom
students having about half of the items correcammey a score about halfway between the lowest and
highest possible scores, while the results predetighe conditional standard error of measuretimgiitate
just the opposite. To understand this seeminglyradictory result, one has to realise that theescange on
a test is bounded from below, the minimal scoradpeisually zero, and from above. With 50 itemsheate
worth one point, the maximum score is 50. In IRthe contrary, the basic concept is not the tastesbut
an abstract latent variable that is conceived tarii®unded, i.e., it can accommodate all values fronus
infinity to plus infinity.

A suitable way to express the relation betweerlatent variable and the score is the test chaiatiter
functior™. In Figure 7.2, a test characteristic curve feest of 50 items is displayed. Although the curge h
a general S-shape, it is not very regular; irregids are caused by particular combinations of
discrimination and difficulty parameters of thenit.

o
o
|

N
o

w
o
L

N
o
L

expected test score

=
o
L

0 ]
-3 -2 -1 0 3
latent variable

Figure 7.2: A Test Characteristic Curve

39 More details on this function are given in Secto8.3.

401t is good practice, when using IRT, to constrhet test characteristic curve: it makes the relatiemveen an abstract concept (the
latent variable) and observable facts (test scangsljcit. The parameters for the curve in Figur2were chosen to stress this
irregularity.
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On the horizontal axis two intervals are displaygath one having a width of 0.2. The left one fomis
-1.6 to -1.4, and the corresponding expected teses for these two values are 4.82 and 5.54 reselc
i.e. a width of 0.72 score points. The second wateihaving the same width on the horizontal aRi8 (o
0.5) leads to an interval in the expected scomesing from 24.26 to 27.00 score points, i.e., athwiof 2.74
score points, about four times the width of thstfinterval.

If a standard setting method has been used whermutroff point is determined on the latent sclifte,in
the Bookmark method or its Cito variation, the d@nd error is expressed on this scale. But for mssts a
cut-off point for the scores will be needed, aretdtifiore an estimate of the standard error in theesc
domain has to be given as well. Use of the testacieristic curve may be helpful hére

7.4.3.3. Accuracy and Consistency of Decisions

Setting standards, i.e., determining cut scoregli@®m making a decision on individual performandtthe
cut score A2/B1 is set as 23/24, this implies tbeigion that any student obtaining a score lowan @4 on
the examination will not be granted Level B1. Byrdpso, one intends to grant a certain level tudent if
he/she really deserves it. But some decisions raag brror, and it is useful to distinguish sevexalrces of
error. A concrete example may help:

Suppose that student John obtained a score of ##dsest.

» With a cut off of 23/24, John will not be granted. But if we replicated the standard setting proced
with a different sample of panel members, maybewveld arrive at a slightly different cut score for
A2/B1 such that John would be categorised as BiA avdcore of 22. So we are uncertain about our
decisions because of the variability of averagescates across replications of the standard setting
procedure. This uncertainty is quantified in thensfard error of the cut scores as discussed above.

» But even if we take the cut scores as determinedsingle standard setting procedure, we might tiade
wrong decision on John, as it might have happem&idiohn had a bad day when he took the test
(resulting in a negative measurement error), wiaiiethe average” he would pass the A2/B1 cut off.
Variation between observed scores and true scomgsli expressed by the reliability of the testifgr
the related concept of the standard error of measenmt). In the validation of a standard setting
procedure, therefore, it is indispensable to ratatracteristics of the standard setting and ofdbie
itself, to have an accurate idea of the sourcesrof or inconsistency.

» The third kind of errors that can be made in stathdatting consist of systematic errors. If panel
members are too lenient as a group, this may eaddessively low cut-off scores, categorising
systematically students as B1 who do not realledesit. Systematic errors directly influence the
external validity of the procedure, and will beadissed in greater detail in the next section.

In the present section we will concentrate maimytite second source of variability: the variation i
decisions due to imperfect reliability of the taste could have a good idea of the effects of ldck o
variability by making a sample of students to ttiesame test twice and by then constructing aibiea
frequency table to see how many students are aageddwice in the same category. Indices of agesgm
(absolute or Cohen’s kappa) would then give arcet@hin of the consistency of the decisions.

Unfortunately, administrating the same test twixéhe same students is seldom feasible in an exdimin
context, and therefore one has recourse to psydnomedels to derive measures of consistency faom
single administration of the test. A fruitful appah is offered by the work of Livingston and Le{@g995)

that we discuss here briefly. Based on the workaofl (1965), they assume a distribution of truereso

41 But note (see Section 6.8.3.) that conversionsifdeores to latent values via the test charatitecisrve implies theise of the
maximum likelihood estimate which can be severéhgdd when the cut-off scores are extreme.

106



which can be estimated from the distribution ofeskied scores in a representative sample of testgak
either using two parameters or four paraméters

If the distribution is known (or estimated accuhgteand if the cut-off scores are given, then:

e it can be determined what proportion of the popohatvill be allocated to each category in a contéxt
multiple standards;

e it can also be determined from the assumptionbefitodel and from the reliability of the test which
proportion of the population will be categorisedeach category (level) on the basis of the tesesco

In the left hand panel of Table 7.9 an exampleushsa table is given for three categories (levdleg rows
indicate the true category (level). From the coldmiarg” (meaning “marginal”) one can see that 1660df
the population belongs to A2, 27.34% to B1 and 3%@o B2. The reliability of the test has beenreated
at 0.9. If a test with this reliability (not necasdy the test under study, but one with the sasyeEpometric
characteristics) is administered to the populatitis,to be expected that 21.17% of the studeiitde
categorised as A2 on the basis of their test qtoree read from the bottom row), and that 14.95%cb&
really in category A2 and also be categorised al.derom the diagonal of the table, we can detegrthe
index of absolute agreement: it is 0.1495 + 0.20024426 = 0.7922.

Table 7.9: Decision Accuracy

A Test The Test Under Study
A2 Bl B2 Marg A2 Bl B2 Marg
T(A2) 0.1495 0.0109 0.0000 0.1604 | 0.1511 0.0102 0.0000 0.1614
T(B1) 0.0617 0.2002 0.0115 0.2734 | 0.0624 0.1874 0.0119 0.2618
T(B2) 0.0005 0.1232 0.4426 0.5662 | 0.0005 0.1154 0.4611 0.5769
Marg 0.2117 0.3343  0.4540 1 0.2140 0.3130 0.4730 1

The table in the left-hand panel of Table 7.9 hleenbestimated based on the observed score digiritnft
1,000 students, of which 214, 313 and 473 have batmgorised as A2, B1 and B2 respectively. Fram th
left-hand panel, however, we see that the expdaotgdency of A2 classifications is not 214 but Z1(&
1,000 x 0.2117). To adapt this table such thaptbportions in each category correspond exactilythat
has been observed, one does the following: mulgplsh proportion in the table (not the margins)hey
observed proportion and divide by the expectedqutam in the column. For example, for the firstwrand
first column, we find 0.1495 x 0.2140/0.2117 = @15The values for all nine cells are displayetharight
hand panel of Table 7.9. The row marginals arethessums of the values in each row. The index of
absolute agreement for this adjusted table is ®.799

Apart from giving valuable information on the acaey of the decisions by an index of agreement, both
tables also indicate a quite marked differencéénraite of false positives and false negativesptbportion
of false positives (being classified higher thae deserves) is about 2% while the rate of falsatnegs is
about 18%.

To evaluate the consistency of the decisionstheeextent to which the same or different decisiwosld be
taken if two independent test administrations wesed, two tables similar to the ones in Table @®lze
constructed. These tables are displayed in Talhl& The only difference between this table and &atd
lies in the meaning of the rows. Whereas in Tal®ae rows indicate the classification on the asitrue
score, in Table 7.10, the rows indicate classificabn the basis of an independent administratidhetest.
So the left-hand panel indicates the joint clasatfon probabilities based on two independent
administrations (a test and another test with #mesreliability), while the right-hand panel gives joint
probabilities for this administration and anotlesttwith the same reliability.

Since in the latter case measurement errors ondaoth administrations, the index of agreement lngll
lower than in the case of accuracy testing. Fon bases in Table 7.10, the index of agreementaatah77.

421n the two parameter model it is assumed thatrtieerelative score (the proportion of items caiyrémlows a beta distribution; in
the four parameter case, it is also assumed thanhthimum and maximum relative true score can Herdint from zero and one
respectively, and that these are also to be estthfaedm the observed data. The technical detailkeomodel are quite complicated.
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Table 7.10: Decision Consistency “*®

A test This test
A2 Bl B2 Marg A2 Bl B2 Marg
A2 0.1663 0.0448 0.0007 0.2117 | 0.1681 0.0419 0.0007 0.2107
Bl 0.0448 0.2212 0.0683 0.3343 | 0.0453 0.2071 0.0712 0.3236
B2 0.0007 0.0683 0.3851 0.4540 | 0.0007 0.0640 0.4012 0.4658
Marg 0.2117 0.3343  0.4540 1 0.2140 0.3130 0.4730 1

The most noteworthy difference between Table 7d®7ah0, however, is that in the latter case bdtleta
are essentially symmetric, the proportion in thk(@&, B1) being the same (approximately) as the
proportion in the symmetric cell (B1, A2). For tleé-hand table this symmetry is complete, and itis
necessarily the case, because it is the outcortveodbtally independent administrations of two plata
tests. This means that the difference between fadgatives and false positives has no meaningsrcése;
they can only be considered in a meaningful wagnftbe accuracy tables.

To see the influence of variation in cut-off scoibg accuracy tables can be recomputed with difitecut
scores, and the results can be meaningfully cordpaspecially with respect to their rates of fadesitives
and false negatives.

A less sophisticated method to compute decisiosistancy is from Subkoviak (1988). An extensive
discussion, together with the tables needed toyappl method can be found in Chapter 16 of Cizek an
Bunch (2007). The method of Livingston and LewmyRver, is more versatile because it is applichbté
with multiple standards and in cases where binadyartial credit items are used, equally or unigua
weighted.

7.5. External Validation

The main outcome of a standard setting procedwalecision rule to allocate students to a smatiber of
CEFR levels on the basis of their performance éngkamination. Usually test performance has been
summarised already by a single number, the testsco

In the material presented in this Manual it hamtsteessed that the procedures to arrive at sdeleiaion
rule are complex and time consuming, that thereraney possible pitfalls, and that the result isamev
perfect, due to measurement error in the testesidual variance in the judgment of the panel membie
all procedures have been followed with great ahtee examination has an adequate content valahty a
high reliability, and if the standard error of that scores is low, one might think that the jofinsshed and
summarise the results by a table showing the deceicuracy, like the left-hand panel of Table WBich
shows the limits of one’s possibilities given tbate has to use a fallible test.

The weak point in such reasoning, however, isghah an outcome depends completely on procedures
carried out by the same person or group of perandn test data usually collected on a singlesicoaon
a single group of students and using a singleoteskamination. This may be judged as too smadsastto
warrant the truth, i.e. validity, of a claim such &f a student obtains a score of 39 or more grtest, he
can deservedly be considered to be at Level BXjelmeral, the weakness resides in the contraseketthe
particularity of the procedures and the generalitthe claim.

External validation then aims at providing evidefroen independent sourceghich corroborate the results
and conclusions of one’s own procedures. Not atlence provided, however, is independent from the

43 Tables 7.9 and 7.10 have been computed with thgpemprogram BB-CLASS developed by R.L. Brennan,raade freely
available by the Center of Advanced Studies in Mesmant and Assessment (CASMA) of thieiversity of lowa. The program can
be downloaded from www.education.uiowa.edu/caskivéen downloading it, an extended manual is inetljdogether with the
data and an input file to compute Tables 7.9 afhfl. Although there are quite a lot of technicalatzons in the use of the program,
the default values usually will give good results.
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information one has used in the standard settilgg@ame degree, and not all evidence is neclgssari
equally convincing.

» Evidence may be provided from the results of threesatudents on another test or assessment procedure
or from results from other students on the samanother test.

» Evidence may be provided from another standariéhggttocedure using the same panel or an
independent panel, led by the same staff membdrg mdependent staff.

This is a summary of the kind of evidence that mighprovided to justify the claim of generality @mating
from the decision rules of one’s own procedurelinéfng. One could take the attitude “Let’s do lit abut
this is unrealistic because the collection of sewidence may be fairly expensive, and not all sidiving
corroborating results will be equally successful.

In this section some examples of external valigepimocedures will be discussed, and arguments th®ito
limits and persuasiveness (or lack of it) will he forward. But first a general remark is in ordertest
theory, the external validity problem is usuallypegached by showing the correspondence between test
results and some external criterion. Sometimegxkernal criterion measures are considered aswbsal
some sense. But actually no criterion is perfeddlyd. Take educational success as an exampleir@iga
master’s degree from university can in generalliseo/ed without measurement error, as this is mainl
clerical activity. As a criterion of mental abiés a master’'s degree is certainly useful butribisabsolute,
because some students may fail at the universitsefisons quite independent of their mental adliind
probably some students will succeed undeservesligpaxamination system is foolproof. Therefois it
preferable to consider all criterion measures Biblain the same way that all tests are fallible, part of
their variance is unwanted or irrelevant for shayiine validity of a test procedure, such as theltesf a
standard setting.

7.5.1. Cross Validation

As discussed in Chapter 6, the main weakness optpalar examinee centred methods, the Contrasting
Groups method and the Borderline Group methodheiddct that the information on the students ingdlv
stems in some sense from a non-disclosed souregjdgment of their own teacher. This judgment (@and
should) be considered as a test result, but inrgeités quite hard to get information on the gsymetric
gualities of such judgments. There is no opponuifiait discussion of these results, as they argtivate
opinions of the teachers.

Moreover, in setting the standards with these nithoonstructing decision tables has been advised
maximise the correspondence between test scorthanpddgments of the teachers. This implies that th
standards arrived at are to a substantial degreendent on the opinion of a small number of teachara
(usually) small or at best moderately sized samapktudents, so that the results may be dictatedhto
unknown degree by the peculiarities of this samiplstatistical terms this effect is knownapitalising on
chance and it is important to show how significant tbf¢ect is, by a technique calledoss validationIn
principle this technique is simple: use the redidis-off scores) issuing from the standard setftiracedure
and apply them to an independent sample. Compaoisimalices of quality on the original sample ahd t
cross validation sample give an indication on theegalisability of the results. As an index of tuality
here, the index of absolute agreement or Coheppa&aay be used, as all students are allocateteteh
by the teacher’s judgment and by the decisioniagleing form the standard setting.

There are several ways to carry out such a crdsatian:

* The original sample one has can be split (at rafdiontwo halves. One half is used to carry out the
standard setting procedure, the other half is imecross validation purposes. Or one could even
proceed in a more balanced way by using each aalpke for standard setting and the other half for
cross validation, as the standard setting propgrammsists in constructing tables and making denss
from them. Although such a procedure is certainbythwhile and advisable, it is only meaningfultiet
total sample is large enough to yield two half seespf substantial size. Moreover, its power of

109



persuasion is rather limited. The criterion infotima originates from the same sources (the teaghers
and if they happen to have a tendency to be tderigrfor example, this will not be detected in thhess
validation.

* To control for this problem, one can split the shmgf students so as to have all students fromdfalf
the teachers as a standard setting sample andhiirehalf as the cross validation sample. Or, iifisie
sizes are large, one could even proceed with amistg four samples, first by splitting the teachier
two halves and then by splitting the sample of stiisl of each teacher in two equivalent halves.

» The preceding procedure can be easily understoadpscial case of genuine validation. If the sampl
size used for standard setting is not large entwigblit, one can use the whole sample to set the
standards and then collect data on a totally indeget sample, coming from other schools. Validation
will require administering the test (or examinajion this validation sample as well as asking judgts
from the teachers on the CEFR level of the studerttse sample. But in principle, this proceduresio
not differ from the previous one, as standardregsample and validation sample can easily change
roles.

In the standard setting methods discussed in Chéptee Contrasting Groups method and the Borakerli
Group method have a special status stemming frerfeitt that a criterion measure (the judgment By th
teachers) is a constituent part of the standatihgeahethod itself. One might think that this ixessarily
the case for all examinee centred methods, buighist true. Take the Body of Work method as adgoo
example. In this method all the information the glanembers get on the students is their test padnce,
and some information of the ranking of the dosgjalthiough this is not strictly necessary). No infation
whatsoever as to the CEFR level the students asepabvided to the panel members. The method is
confined completely to student performance on #arenation. Much the same holds for all test cehtre
methods discussed in Chapter 6: the standardedraitvare completely determined by the judgmentseof
panel members on the testing material. Even githiegh impact information (as to the distribution of
students across levels) confronts them only wighabnsequences of their own judgments and does not
reflect a categorisation in CEFR levels coming framother source. Therefore, the concept of cross
validation does not make much sense for these mgtho

External validation of these standard setting pilaces therefore will involve comparison of the tesaof
the standard setting procedure (the decision malé)the results of another decision rule. This panson
may take essentially two forms: using only margifiatributions or cross tabulations. These areudised in
turn.

7.5.2. Comparison of Marginal Distributions

Suppose data from a representative sample havechébrated using an IRT model, and a decision tale
allocate students to four CEFR levels, say, has deéved using a Bookmark method. Then the stisdent
belonging to the calibration sample may be catsgdrin one of the four levels. If one has informaibn
another sample, being representative for the sargettpopulation, and being categorised using @noth
method, e.g., the judgment of their teacher, omddooonstruct a two by four table as displayed @tl€
7.11. In the table, Sample 1 refers to the calimnatample, and Sample 2 to an independent vadidati
sample.

Table 7.11: Marginal Distributions Across Levels (F  requencies)

Al A2 Bl B2]| Total
Samplel 98 124 165 84| 471
Sample2 39 74 78 63| 254
Total 137 198 243 147| 725

As the two samples are of different size, comparlspmere inspection of the table is difficult. @erting
the frequencies to row-wise percentages makesotinparison easier. The results are displayed ineTabl
7.12, showing that in the independent sample weligtimore students are assigned to the Levels AZBan
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and less to Al and B1 than in the calibration samPhe can test this difference statistically lmhiasquare
test. The test statistic in this example is 7.9d ismassociated p-value is 0.047 (with three degyod
freedom), meaning that there is a significant diffee in level allocation due to the two metHads

Table 7.12: Marginal Distributions Across Levels (P ercentages)

Al A2 Bl B2 Total
Sample1l 20.8 26.3 35.0 17.§ 100.0
Sample2 154 29.1 30.7 24.8 100.0

This example, however simple it may be, alreadsifiates how difficult the process of validation@s
statistical grounds (the chi-square test), it maygdncluded that there are systematic differences i
allocation to the CEFR levels based on the two outhbut from this finding it does not follow whyeise
differences are there. Take Level B2, the case thiHargest difference in the percentage of allonaas
an example. It may be the case that the Bookmatkadéhas led to too severe a standard for B1/B2.
However, this cannot be deduced from the tablealm it may also be the case that the teachersbeave
too lenient in assigning a B2 qualification. Fingliout what is really happening here may requira afl
further study and data collection. Interviewing teachers on their reasoning and rationale to @iBe
gualification might reveal that they have not weailderstood the CEFR description of B2. Alternativbkey
have been one sided in their judgments, just pagitemtion to only a few of the typical B2 “Can Do”
statements, while ignoring others, which have gesheeen of much importance during the discussiotisa
bookmark standard setting method. Conversely, xaenation used to set the standards may be too one
sided, and have neglected a number of aspects wkjrienced teachers take into account when dseked
give a holistic judgment on the level of their statk. A table like Table 7.12 can be used to goitie
problem and at best to suggest a possible exptematilot of creativity, however, will be neededittect
the real causes of the differences.

7.5.3. Bivariate Decision Tables

More information may be gained if two sets of deeigules can be applied to the same sample oéstad
The results of a standard setting method (the ideciales) can usually be applied directly to a gkenof
students, e.g., a calibration sample. If one hathan set of decision rules, either coming fronigtia
judgments of teachers, or from another standatohgehethod, and these rules can be appligdesame
sampleof students then one can construct a bivariatesidectable giving the joint probabilities (or
frequencies) of allocation to all possible pair¢eviels. These tables are comparable to the righttpanel
of Table 7.10, with this essential difference: the columns refer to the allocatioasdal on the method
under study (as is the case in Table 7.10), butaws are based on the allocation to levels basetho
independenset of decision rules, and not on some model gssoing as was the case in judging decision
consistency. If the independent set of decisioesrubally means the same as the decision rulesdmt in
the standard setting method, i.e., if both havesimae construct validity and the same reliabitign the
bivariate decision table should essentially bestimae as the right-hand panel in Table 7.10. Thexefo
constructing and comparing both tables may reveeflullinformation:

* Marginal distributions may be compared much indhme way as discussed above with independent
samples.

* Indices of agreement (absolute agreement, adjageeeément and Cohen’s kappa) may be computed on
both tables and be compared.

* Most relevant for validation is the comparisontu# bff diagonal cells in both tables. It has besd s
above that in judging the decision consistencyikiariate decision table will be essentially synice
In the case of validation with another set of decisules (the criterion decision rules) the symmer
lack of symmetry is a purely empirical finding, amady be helpful in understanding the validity o th
standard setting method. The concept of falseigesiaind false negatives becomes important hete, bu

*“The chi-square test must be carried out usingrdguencies (Table 7.11), not the percentages Balile 7.12.
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one has to clearly define what is meant by thesestén a validation context. It may be helpful &fide

false negativeas the cases where the decisions following fraarstindard setting under study lead to a

lower level than the criterion rulefalse positivesefer to the cases where the standard setting ledels
to ahigherlevel. If in the validation study, the rate of flgositives is higher than that of the false
negatives, this means that the standard settingrigtddy is more lenient than the criterion ruleghe
opposite case it is more hafsh

Worked Example. A worked example may help illustrate how bivaridégision tables may be used to
relate test results to other assessment dataxdon@e holistic ratings by teachers of a CEFR leVkke
principle of using bivariate tables is not compilextself. The main problem with the use of teachelistic
judgments as an external criterion in this wayadsthe analysis. It is the fact that it requirestitine teachers
really do intimately know (a) the CEFR levels abjithe competence of the individuals concerned; iy
not be practical with teachers in mainstream edwcatho see classes of 30 only a couple of timesek.

North (2000b) reports using class teacher judgmahtmn external criterion to reference item baoks f
English, German, French and Spanish onto the Ennesescale, which distinguishes nine levels.
Provisional standard setting had been done prelyiouth a simplified variant of the Bookmark methdd
the external validation study, teacher ratings wsed to verify through independent external vélisethe
standard setting carried out during the developragah item bank for German. Class teachers wéwedas
to allocate each student in their class to a lforethe area tested by the item bank: knowledghef
language system. Figure 7.3 shows the relationdsrivthe performance standards (on the X-axis) and
teacher judgments (criterion) on the Y-axis.

9
= 8 3 1 2
o 7 1 8 8
E 6 2
35 4 8 2
> 4 5 1
23 5 6 4
T 2 1 2
| 4 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Performance Standards

Figure 7.3: Bivariate Decision Table Using Nine Lev  els

The relationship between classification by the granfance standards and teacher classifications egppea
regular and balanced, with a correlation of 0.98véitheless, only 28 of the 68 subjects (41%) laateally
received exactly the same grade, despite the lugklation. There are eight learners placed at Léwy
the teacher(s) and Level 6 by the program. Thisesased by a single lenient teacher. However, gven
these eight test takers were in “the right plagethe chart still only about 50% of the studentsilddave
received exactly the same rating from the teacheértlae test. The index of adjacent agreement, heryves/
67/68 = 0.985: only one student has been placedategories higher by teacher judgment than bygusie
standards.

The Eurocentres scale splits the CEFR levels imto(apart from Level Al). If a bivariate decisi@bte is
created using only CEFR levels, as shown in Taldld,Zhe proportion of correct classifications ew&ses

5 More sophisticated analyses may be done herey axdmple using the versatile family of log-lin@aralyses to find more locally
situated significant differences. For more inforimat see, e.g., Fienberg (1977) for an easily sgibée introduction or Fienberg et
al (1975) for a thorough treatment.
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considerably — from 41% to 73.5%, since 50 of tBde@rners now receive the same CEFR level fror bot
standard setting and teaclf&r3he index of adjacent agreement equals one.

Performance standards

A2 B1 B2 c1
AL() oe3) (a5 (a7 (@eag ol

w Cl 5

S (8&9) 3 3

S B2 18

QS (6&7) 3 16

e Bl 20

~ (4&5) 5 13 2

c

S A2 19

5 (2&3) 14 4

= Al

O 1) 4 1 6
Total 4 20 20 21 3 68

Figure 7.4: Bivariate Decision Table Using Five Lev  els

If teacher assessments are used, it is good peacticonsider such a judgmental procedure as a ddtest
and to pay attention to its internal validity ateat. Some relevant and challenging questionsignréspect
are listed below:

» If the judgment is a single holistic judgment, hthen can one assess its reliability? From a
psychometric point of view, this amounts to usingna item test; so there is ho room to computecasdi
of internal consistency. In such a case, one shaeNike some retesting procedure, and one has to
consider all the problems with the feasibility afepeated judgment.

* Even with judgments with checklists of descriptohg, rater needs to know well the competence of the
candidate. As with the examinee-centred standating@rocedures discussed in Chapter 6, thisrim tu
implies that the rater can only judge a limited bemof test takers (his/her own students). An added
problem in using teachers to rate their own learigethat they may then exaggerate the differences
between their stronger and weaker learners.

Multiple judges, giving judgments on more easilgetyed samples of behaviour like written texts loalp
to avoid the last two problems outlined above. ibe of judges that are independent of the starsstitig
process, properly trained, and given approprigteganstruments (see Section B of the Reference
Supplement) is an option that has been used sticlgds Finland. Rater variance could then be #dd
with a G study (see Section E of the Reference [Bommt) or a many-faceted Rasch analysis (Linacre
1989), e.g. as operationalised in the program FAEHInacre 2008). This model takes into accouthiral t
facet (the rater), estimates rater severity/leréeaad takes account of it in arriving at abilisfimates for
the test takers.

7.5.4. Some Scenarios

It has been pointed out in the previous paragrémptsall validation procedures aim at comparindedént
sets of decision rules, either using independenpbes of students or the same sample. In this stibeea
few scenarios will be described, which may be helipf making a decision on what is a rational (asey

comparison.

48 Expressing Eurocentres levels in CEFR terms camudtéi¢d because a considerable number of the CEBRrigéors originate
from the Eurocentres scale. This is because Eun@sedescriptors survived the qualitative validatiwocess better than those from
most other source scales, since Eurocentres fotiondatended to be concrete and positive. The tative of rank order placement
for 73 common descriptors for interaction and paiatun is 0.88. The shared classification shown iBeaision Table is 70%. (See
North 2000a: 337.)
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An important distinction between standard settirgghrads is the difference between examinee centrgd a
test centred methods. It seems natural therefdiactes the validation of a method belonging to olass on
a comparison with a method belonging to the otkegsc One should, however, not be overoptimistimas
the possibilities in accomplishing such a compari¢@t us take the Bookmark method (or its Cito
variation) and the Body of Work method as an exangpla suitable pair of contrasting standard sgttin
methods. There are a couple of arguments pleadiaigst such a scenario:

» The Bookmark method is suited for tests or exarionatwhich can be successfully calibrated using
IRT, i.e., highly itemised tests, while the Bodyibrk method, aiming at holistic judgments, is
particularly suited for examinations which are ulguaot well suited for IRT modelling, like speakjror
writing tests. The consequence will be that attleas of the methods will suffer from some kind of
inappropriateness, which makes comparisons void.

* Even if an examination has a degree of complexithghat it allows for standard setting methods as
different as the Bookmark method and the Body ofkVoethod, implementing both of them, may be
unrealistic from a practical point of view, as batiethods require their specific trainfhgnd as a rule
are time consuming. Lack of resources or boredatfaiigue of the panel members may be prohibitive
for such a complex approach.

On the other hand, it is always possible (if resesrare sufficient) to apply two different standsetting
methods using two independent panels of judgesinapi@ment the two methods at different times. The
implementation of two high cost procedures maylb®oappropriate in local standard setting conténxisit
may be relevant in projects with far reaching andrnationally relevant consequences.

An attractive compromise may be found in combirarigst centred method with the Contrasting Groups
method or the Borderline Group method, if the panembers can give holistic judgments on a sufficien
large number of students who have taken the terstudy. But see the worked example above.

7.5.4.1. Taking Advantage of IRT Calibration

Using an IRT-model to relate items or tasks to eztblr offers a number of opportunities to validate
different standard setting methods against eactr ot these approaches, advantage is taken dh¢héhat
the relation of the items to the underlying (la}eaiility is known (to a sufficient degree of acacy) from a
calibration study. Here we will describe a scenaiich uses this relation explicitly in a validatistudy of
a particular standard setting procedure. To exdynple point, we take the Cito variation of the Rowark
method as the preferred method.

The method implies two standard setting proceduse¥y a different collection of items to be preseb
the panel members. Panel members in both procethag$e the same or different persons. In therlatte
case one should take care that the panels compmsedhe standard setting are comparable acredsvtn
sessions — selected to present two parallel repiases groups. The collection for the first starbsetting
procedure may consist of all the items (or a sub#tem) to be used in Examination A, while thecsel
set of items contains items (all or a subset) fEbramination B. As is the case in all IRT-based déad
setting procedures, the cut-off points are defindtie latent variable domain. Using techniquesufised in
Section 6.8.3, these latent variable standardsbedyanslated into cut-off scores of any test whiese
characteristics are known. In particular, one mignislate to a test which mainly consists of iterssd in
the standard setting or to a test which mainly mte®f items not used in the standard setting. Sitvation
is depicted as a summary in Table 7.13.

The shaded cells are the conditions where therteterial used for the standard setting have a close
relationship (being identical to or being a largeset of) the items used in the examination. Thalkbtells
are the more vulnerable ones: the items used thasatandards are items other than the ones nesly in
the examination.

4 Usually, panel members invited for participatingstandard setting for language examinations ddmotv very much about IRT.
Giving them an introduction into this area, whishat the same time correct and simple, is a diffanod time consuming task, which
should not be underestimated.
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Table 7.13: Design for a Paired Standard Setting

Standard setting based on items belonging to
Examination A Examination B

Cut-off scores for ex. A
Cut-off scores for ex. B

As (virtually) nobody takes both examinations, eticgl comparisons are only sensible within singies

of Table 7.13, meaning essentially that for theesaxamination two sets of cut-off scores have Ise¢nand
that the extent to which they lead to the samafterdnt conclusions may be checked empirically by
constructing decision tables as described earighis section and exemplified with Table 7.12.sThi
evaluation procedure may be applied to both rowkate 7.13, offering an opportunity to check wieetan
explanation of differences in outcomes (due tatbeedifferent standard setting procedures; i.ee @w in
Table 7.13) is consistent with the differences tbunith the same standard setting methods on another
occasion (i.e., the complementary row in Table }7.13

7.5.4.2. Using “Can Do” Statements.

A method to exploit the CEFR very directly in extakvalidation is to rate the candidates who wéll b
providing the data for the test under study on Ream Language Portfolio-style checklists made up of
30-50 relevant CEFR descriptors. In this way, eacleriig®r can be included as a separate item inRfie |
analysis alongside the test items, and so be adithronto the same latent ability scale. The soofrtiee
judgments could be class teachers, or the candittaenselves through self-assessment.

In combination with the Cito variant of the Bookrkanethod, this information can be used to validiage
standard setting as exemplified in Figure 7.5. Hidgire is the same as Figure 6.5, with the onbeption
that three “Can Do” statements (calibrated as ijdrase been added to the display. Suppose thessthfat
A2/B1 has been set as indicated by the verticalilirthe display by the method described in Sedién
Suppose further that the three dashed lines ididjay represent three “Can Do” statements foreL&\d.
For the bottom two one sees that at the performstacelard “Full mastery” has almost been reachbdew
for the top one there is not much more than barderhastery. This information (collected preferabith
more than three “Can Do” statements) together thighcontent of these “Can Do” statements givesite qu
detailed picture of what the standard means diréctlerms of CEFR descriptors.

This way of validating the standard setting cauged in at least two different ways. A figure |ikgure 7.5
can be constructed after the standard setting guvedhas been finished to judge the validity ofdtemdard
setting outcomes. Such an approach conceivesralata setting and validation as a linear procelss. T
judgments in relation to descriptors are used asx#arnal criterion in a study of external validiBut if the
results of the validation are disappointing — shagafior example that the panel members have been too
lenient as a group — the whole standard settinggohare can be seen as a failure and a waste oftithe
resources. A more effective approach is to incafothis kind of information into the standard isett
procedure itself — for example between two judgmeotinds — as useful information about the
conseqguences of setting the standards and as artfutoedapt earlier judgments made.

It is true that in the latter approach, the valmais not genuinely independent of the standattihge
procedure itself — as the information on the “Cani Dems is used in the procedure itself — bubit cave
time consuming repetition of the whole procedureo@documentation of the results of all the judgmen
rounds can be just as convincing as a validity megut as a completely independent validation (eztern
validation in a classic sense).
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Figure 7.5: Item Map with Test Items and “Can Do” S  tatements

The source of the data for “Can Do” approachesheagither teacher assessments or self-assessifieats.
choice between self-assessment and teacher asséssmeprinciple problematic. Reliance solely seif-
assessment data may lead to a — possibly incerramtclusion that the standard setting has beesttit.
Therefore it is good practice to collect both teacnd self-assessment data and to add in thisormhg
strength of the validity argument.

7.5.4.3. Cross Language Standard Setting

In Chapter 6 (Section 6.8.3), a general procedasdiieen described for linking different examination
tests (e.g. a test of French and a test of Endlistije CEFR. The procedure leans heavily on the
plurilingualism of the panel members, as it carb®taken for granted that any student is equatijigent
in two different languages. The vulnerable aspéttie procedure is whether it can be taken fontgd that
all panel members involved in the standard seftiogedure are sufficiently proficient in the langaa
concerned.

To have a clear idea of what the results meanhasdo implement a procedure that controls for. thaking
English and French as example languages, one hakaeare of the following:

* In the standard setting involving the two languagesalance has to be found as to the backgroutigof
panel members. This might mean that half of theemative English speakers and the other half are
French native speakers, while everybody has ther tihnguage as main specialisation.

* A monolingual standard setting procedure for eadgliage may also be advisable, since a plurilingual
context may create special settings (caused byrtbsual context for example), which make the result
unsuitable for generalisation.

These two considerations already imply a quite dwaed design to test the validity of the standsetling
suitable for cross language validation. Ideallyneed:

* amixed language standard setting procedure inhaladf of the panel members have English as their

native language and French as first specialisasind,the other half have French as native langaade
English as first specialisation;
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« amonolingual standard setting for French in wiiiali of the panel members are native French-spsaker
and the other half have French as their first gpisaition;

» a monolingual standard setting for English in wHietf of the panel members are native English-
speakers and the other half have English as tingtispecialisation;

Preferably, the three conditions sketched abovaldlamnsist of independent panels. Implementindysuc
design offers a possibility to compare standardgsacdanguages, and, through gaining and sharipgreése

in cross-language standard setting, to offer suggesson how to improve or even discard the prooedu
Experience was gained with the Cross-language Inegidting seminar held at Sévres in June 2008 (Breton
et al forthcoming).

7.6. Conclusion

The discussion on external validation in this chaptay look disappointing in a number of respexdst
does not make a clear distinction between goodaddand it does not give clear prescriptions oatwd
do in every conceivable situation.

The reasons for this are twofold:

Firstly, there is no authority that owns the trbth is refusing to reveal it. Language testersuaged to
discover this real but unknown truth by an appmterchoice of methodological and/or psychometric
methods and to report their work so that in thepéfiolly not so distant) future, we will reach amtoivhere
we have approximated the “real truth” so closebt thie can consider the problem as solved. In csitnse
believe that what constitutes a “B1” is essentiallyractical convention, but formulated so clearig
consistently that if two language professionalsiréd it, they mean essentially the same thingn évineir
own cultural and linguistic background is differamtd they are referring to different target langsad he
CEFR constitutes a frame of reference intendedakensuch statements possible. From the perspeadtive
validation studies, this means that every validatiudy can, in principle, offer constructive @igim that
may lead to a refined, more elaborated and balafnaat of reference. This is true of all empiritzdting
of hypotheses, constructs and theories.

Secondly, even in the case of a widely agreed frafneference, the determinants of performances on
language test or examination are so varied (anéifagtly understood) that any attempt to categorise
studies to link performances to the CEFR eithasl@arly good or clearly bad must be considered as
simplistic and categorical. In reality, we are aip¢ing to develop a system that gives insight theostrong
and weak points of any such attempt, and as a gqaasee, it is not realistic to expect a definitedie in
any particular case.

Is this good news or bad news? We think it is flaststate of the art. More definite conclusions ey
drawn from a well designed meta-analysis, whichstanmarise the results of a large number of well
designed validation studies conducted over the fe@xiears. It is the responsibility of the present
generation to provide the necessary data and dodatien for such a meta-analysis to be meanin§Bde
Plake 2008 for a good review of challenges and afsbdoughtful recommendations.)

Thus, it is to be hoped that many standard se#timtpavours, under way or planned in the futureyidiga

on the information provided in this Manual, the &ehce Supplement and other relevant sources, are
conducted and reported in a transparent manneanBlysing and comparing them, standard setting know
how will increase, the defensibility of decisions standards will improve and the awareness of the
consequences of standard setting will be heightened
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Users of the Manual may wish to consider:

* how the required validity evidence can best beiobth
» what techniques they will be able to apply and batwextent they may need outside technical suppot
» whether they can “build a validity argument” abahe quality of the test and procedures associated
with it (internal validity), the quality of the pcedures followed in the linking project and in peutar
in the standard setting (procedural validity), atfié corroboration of the result from independent
analyses (external validity)
* how they ensure that standards are comparable adargyuages, if this is relevant
» whether, in particular, there is sufficient evidersupporting the validity of the established cuitsabre
* how they will make their detailed findings avaikalb professional colleagues
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Appendices

A. Forms and Scales for Description and Specificati on Chapters 1 & 4

Section Al: Salient Characteristics of CEFR Level s (Chapter 1)
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B. Content Analysis Grids Chapter 4

Section B1: CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listen  ing & Reading
Section B2: CEFR Content Analysis Grids for Writi  ng and Speaking Tasks

C. Forms and Scales for Standardisation & Benchmark  ing Chapter 5
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Section Al: Salient Characteristics of CEFR Levels Chapter 1

Level

Table Al. Salient Characteristics: Interactio  n & Production (CEFR Section 3.6, simplified)

Proficient

User

It cannot be overemphasised that Level C2 is not intended to imply native speaker competence or even near native speaker competence. Both the original research and a project using
CEFR descriptors to rate mother-tongue as well as foreign language competence (North 2002: CEFR Case Studies volume) showed the existence of ambilingual speakers well above the
highest defined level (C2). Wilkins had identified a seventh level of “Ambilingual Proficiency” in his 1978 proposal for a European scale for unit-credit schemes.

C2

Level C2 is intended to characterise the degree of precision, appropriateness and ease with the langu age which typifies the speech of those who have been highly successful learners.
Descriptors calibrated here include: convey finer shades of meaning precisely by using, with reasonable accuracy, a wide range of modification devices; has a good command of idiomatic
expressions and colloguialisms with awareness of connotative level of meaning; backtrack and restructure around a difficulty so smoothly the interlocutor is hardly aware of it.

C1

Level C1 is characterised by a broad range of language, which allows fluent, spo  ntaneous communication , as illustrated by the following examples: Can express him/herself fluently
and spontaneously, almost effortlessly. Has a good command of a broad lexical repertoire allowing gaps to be readily overcome with circumlocutions. There is_little obvious searching for
expressions or avoidance strategies; only a conceptually difficult subject can hinder a natural, smooth flow of language. The discourse skills appearing at B2+ are more evident at C1, with
an emphasis on more fluency, for example: select a suitable phrase from a fluent repertoire of discourse functions to preface his remarks in order to get the floor, or to gain time and keep it
whilst thinking; produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-structured speech, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

Independent User

B2+

B2+ represents a strong B2 performance. The focus on argument, effective social discourse and on language awareness which appears at B2 continues. However, the focus on argument
and social discourse can also be interpreted as a new focus on discourse skills. This new degree of discourse competence shows itself in conversational management (co-operating
strategies): give feedback on and follow up statements and inferences by other speakers and so help the development of the discussion; relate own contribution skilfully to those of other
speakers. It is also apparent in relation to coherence/cohesion: use a variety of linking words efficiently to mark clearly the relationships between ideas; develop an argument systematically
with appropriate highlighting of significant points, and relevant supporting detail.

B2

Level B2 represents a break with the content so far. Firstly there is a focus on effective argument : account for and sustain his opinions in discussion by providing relevant explanations,
arguments and comments; explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options; develop an argument giving reasons in support of or against
a particular point of view; take an active part in informal discussion in familiar contexts, commenting, putting point of view clearly, evaluating alternative proposals and making and
responding to hypotheses. Secondly, at this level one can hold your own in social discourse : e.g. understand in detail what is said to him/her in the standard spoken language even in a
noisy environment; initiate discourse, take his/her turn when appropriate and end conversation when he/she needs to, though he/she may not always do this elegantly; interact with a
degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible without imposing strain on either party. Finally, there is a new degree of language
awareness : correct mistakes if they have led to misunderstandings; make a note of “favourite mistakes” and consciously monitor speech for it/them; generally correct slips and errors if
he/she becomes conscious of them.

Bl+

B1+ is a strong B1 performance. The same two main features at B1 continue to be present, with the addition of a number of descriptors which focus on the exchange of quantities of
information, for example: provide concrete information required in an interview/consultation (e.g. describe symptoms to a doctor) but does so with limited precision; explain why something
is a problem; summarise and give his or her opinion about a short story, article, talk, discussion interview, or documentary and answer further questions of detail; carry out a prepared
interview, checking and confirming information, though he/she may occasionally have to ask for repetition if the other person’s response is rapid or extended; describe how to do something,
giving detailed instructions; exchange accumulated factual information on familiar routine and non-routine matters within his field with some confidence.

Bl

Level B1 reflects the Threshold Level specification and is perhaps most categorised by two features. The first feature is the ability to maintain interaction and get across what you
want to , for example: generally follow the main points of extended discussion around him/her, provided speech is clearly articulated in standard dialect; express the main point he/she
wants to make comprehensibly; keep going comprehensibly, even though pausing for grammatical and lexical planning and repair is very evident, especially in longer stretches of free
production. The second feature is the ability to cope flexibly with problems in everyday life  , for example cope with less routine situations on public transport; deal with most situations
likely to arise when making travel arrangements through an agent or when actually travelling; enter unprepared into conversations on familiar topics.

Basic User

A2+

A2+ represents a strong A2 performance with more active participation in conversation given some assistance and certain limitations, for example: understand enough to manage
simple, routine exchanges without undue effort; make him/herself understood and exchange ideas and information on familiar topics in predictable everyday situations, provided the other
person helps if necessary; deal with everyday situations with predictable content, though he/she will generally have to compromise the message and search for words; plus significantly
more ability to sustain monologues , for example: express how he feels in simple terms; give an extended description of everyday aspects of his environment e.g. people, places, a job or
study experience; describe past activities and personal experiences; describe habits and routines; describe plans and arrangements; explain what he/she likes or dislikes about something.

A2

Level A2 has the majority of descriptors stating social functions like use simple everyday polite forms of greeting and address; greet people, ask how they are and react to news;
handle very short social exchanges; ask and answer questions about what they do at work and in free time; make and respond to invitations; discuss what to do, where to go and make
arrangements to meet; make and accept offers. Here too are to be found descriptors on getting out and about : make simple transactions in shops, post offices or banks; get simple
information about travel; use public transport: buses, trains, and taxis, ask for basic information, ask and give directions, and buy tickets; ask for and provide everyday goods and services.

Al

Level Al is the lowest level of generative language use — the point at which the learner can interact in a simple way, ask and answer simple questions about themselves, where they live,
people they know, and things they have, initiate and respond to simple statements in areas of immediate need or on very familiar topics, rather than relying purely on a very finite rehearsed,
lexically organised repertoire of situation-specific phrases.
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Table A2. Salient Characteristics: Reception

Setting Action What is understood Source Restricti ons
C1 Abstract and Follow, maybe » Films with a considerable degree of slang and iditrusage May occasionally need to:.
complex topics with a little ¢ Poor quality, audially distorted public announcetsen « confirm details (with dictionary, from speake
encountered in difficulty if outside field
social, academic Understand Finer points of detail « Lengthy, complex texts of various kinds + re-read difficult sections
and professional Implied as well as stated opinions « Extended speech — lectures, discussions, debates when not
life, whether or not A wide range of idiomatic clearly structured
they relate to own expressions and colloquialisms | « Complex interactions between third parties in imtéion and debate
field/speciality Register shifts + A wide range of recorded and broadcast texts, distusome non-
Implied attitudes and relationshigs ~ standard
» Any correspondence
B2+ A wide range of Follow, maybe * Animated conversation between native speakers ¢ Standard, non-idiomatic:
familiar and with a little ¢ Adequate discourse structure
unfamiliar topics difficulty  Low background noise
encountered in Understand « Spoken language, live broadcast
social, academic  Specialised texts (highly specialised if withinldie « May occasionally need to confirm details
and professional life (with dictionary, from speaker)
o if outside field
o if above conditions not met
B2 Reasonably familiar Follow, maybe Much of what is said ¢ Discussion around him/her by native speakers e Standard
concrete and with a little ¢ Clearly signposted/signalled with explicit
abstract topics difficulty markers
related to field of Scan quickly Relevance « Long and complex texts
interest/speciality Whether closer study is « News items, articles and reports « If native speakers talking together modify
worthwhile language
Specific details e If can re-read difficult sections
Understand Main ideas « Extended speech: lectures, talks, presentatiopsrtss discussions
(with a large Essentials/essential meaning * Propositionally and linguistically complex text
degree of Complex lines of argument ¢ Technical discussions; lengthy, complex instructjatetails on
independence) Speaker/writer mood, tone etc. conditions or warnings
¢ Most TV and current affairs programmes
¢ TV documentaries, interviews, talk shows, highlgaplised
sources
« Announcements and messages
* Most radio documentaries, recorded audio materials
* Correspondence
B1+ Common everyday Follow, though Line of argument in treatment of | « Argumentative text ¢ Standard — (Familiar accent)

or job-related topics
Topics in his/her

not necessarily
in detail

the issue

field of (personal)
interest

Scan Desired information ¢ Longer texts
« Different texts, different parts of a text
Understand Straightforward factual « Argumentative text

information content
General message
Main conclusions
Specific details

Lectures and talks within own field

Large part of many TV programmes: interviews, shexrtures,
news reports

Majority of recorded and broadcast audio material

¢ Straightforward
¢ Clearly signposted/signalled with explicit
markers
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Table A2. Salient Characteristics: Reception (conti  nued)
Setting Action What is understood Source Restricti ons
B1 Familiar topics Follow, though | ¢ Significant points Extended discussion around him/her Clear
regularly not necessarily Many films in which visuals and action carry mudhtee story line Standard
encountered in a in detail TV programmes: interviews, short lectures, newsnsp Straightforward

school, work or
leisure context
Topics in his/her
field of (personal)
interest

Straightforward newspaper articles

Understand with
satisfactory
comprehension

Main points
Relevant information

Straightforward factual texts

Short narratives

Descriptions of events, feelings, wishes

Detailed directions

Short talks

Radio news bulletins and simpler recorded materials
Everyday written materials: letters, brochuresysbfficial
documents

Simple technical information e.g. operating instiares

Relatively slow

A2+

Familiar topics of a
concrete type

Identify

Understand
enough to meet
needs

Main points

TV news items reporting events, accidents etc.hitkvvisuals
support the commentary

Clearly and slowly articulated

Basic types of standard letters, faxes (enquidedgrs,
confirmations)

Short texts with simpler, high frequency everydag gb-related
language

Regulations, e.g. safety

Expressed in simple language

A2 Predictable Identify « Specific, predictable information Simpler everyday material: advertisements, mereference lists, Clearly and slowly articulated
everyday matters timetables, brochures, letters
Areas of most ¢ Topic of discussion Discussion around him/her
immediate priority:
basic personal, ¢ Changes of topic Short newspaper articles describing events
family, shopping, « Anidea of the content Factual TV news items
local area, Understand « Main point Short simple texts containing the highest frequerogabulary
employment + Essential information including a proportion of shared international Vogary items
Simple directions relating to how to get from ABo
Simple clear messages, announcements, recordeatjpass
Simple instructions on equipment encountered imyelzy life (e.g.
telephone)
Short simple personal letters
Everyday signs and notices: directions, instrugtjdrazards
Al The most common Identify ¢ Familiar words, phrases, names Simple notices Very slow, carefully articulated, with long
everyday situations « Anidea of the content Simpler informational material pauses to allow assimilation of meaning
Understand « (Main point) Very short simple texts with visual support, a &nghrase at a Familiar names, words and basic phrases

time:

0 messages on postcards
o directions

0 descriptions

A chance to re-read/get repetition
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Section A2: Forms for Describing the Examination

(Chapter 4)

GENERAL EXAMINATION DESCRIPTION

1. General Information
Name of examination

Language tested

Examining institution
Versions analysed (date)

Type of examination

Purpose

Target population

No. of test takers per year

(J International (3 National (3J Regional (J Institutional

(J Lower Sec(J Upper Se¢ ] Uni/College Student$ ) Adult

2. What is the overall aim?

3. What are the more specific objectives? If availale describe the needs of the intended users ¢

which this examination is based.

n

4. What is/are | (J Public
principal (J Personal
domain(s)? |(J Occupational
(J Educational
5. Which (J 1Listening comprehension Name of Subtest(s) |Duration
communicat- | (J 2Reading comprehension
ive activities | (J 3 Spoken interaction
are tested? (J 4 Written interaction
(J 5Spoken production
(J 6 Written production
(J 7Integrated skills
(J 8Spoken mediation of text
(J 9Written mediation of text
(J 10Language usage
(J 110ther: (specify):
6. What is the
weighting of

the different
subtests in the

global result?

Form Al: General Examination Description (part)
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7. Describe
briefly the
structure of
each subtest

e)

8. What Subtests used in (Write numbers abo
type(s) of (O Multiple-choice U000 ooooouo
responses are| (J True/False Ooooooooad
required? O Matching oo boo
O Ordering Oo0o0ooooooaaqd
(J Gap fill sentence e e e .
. 0 G G G O I O I O
(J Sentence completion O000000000D
O Gapped text/ cloze, selectedrespons®y o O O OO O O O O
(J Open gapped text / cloze O000000000
O Shortanswertoopenquestion(s) (OO O O OO O OO0
(J Extended answer (text/ monologue)) O O O O OO O O O O
(O Interaction with examiner O0CO0O0oococoOoooo
O Interaction with peers 0 G G I 0 o G O I O I O
O Other O0O0O0oo0oococoooo
9. What (J Overall aim (J Sample answer papers
information is | (J Principal domain(s) (J Marking schemes
published for |(J Test subtests (J Grading schemes
candidates (J Test tasks (J Standardised performance
and teachers?| (J Sample test papers samples showing pass level
(J Video of format of oral (J Sample certificate
O
O
O
O
O
O
O

10. Where is On the website
this From bookshops
accessible? In test centres
On request from the institution
Other
11. What is Global grade (J Global grade plus graphic profile
reported? Grade per subtest (J Profile per subtest

Form Al: General Examination Description (continugd

Test development

Short description and/or references

1. What organisation decided that the examinatioahOwn organisation/school

was required?

(J A cultural institute

(J Ministry of Education
(J Ministry of Justice

(J Other: specify:

2. If an external organisation is involved, what
influence do they have on design and
development?

() Determine the overall aims

() Determine level of language proficiency

() Determine examination domain or content
(] Determine exam format and type of test tas
() Other: specify:

Form A2: Test Development (part)
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3. If no external organisation was involved, wh
other factors determined design and developm
of examination?

af ) A needs analysis

ent Internal description of examination aims
OJ Internal description of language level
(J A syllabus or curriculum

() Profile of candidates

4. In producing test tasks are specific features
candidates taken into account?

di) Linguistic background (L1)

(J Language learning background
(J Age

(J Educational level

(J Socio-economic background
() Social-cultural factors

(J Ethnic background

() Gender

5. Who writes the items or develops the test ta

sks?

6. Have test writers guidance to ensure quality

P Training
() Guidelines
(3 Checklists

() Calibrated to CEFR level description
() Calibrated to other level description:

7. Is training for test writers provided? J Yes
(O No

8. Are test tasks discussed before use? O Yes
O No

9. If yes, by whom?

J Individual colleagues

(J Internal group discussion

(O External examination committee
O Internal stakeholders

(O External stakeholders

10. Are test tasks pretested? (J Yes
(J No

11. If yes, how?

12. If no, why not?

13. Is the reliability of the test estimated? (J Yes
(J No

14. If yes, how? (1) Data collection and psychometric procedure
() Other: specify:

15. Are different aspects of validity estimated?| (J Face validity

(J Content validity

(J Concurrent validity
(J Predictive validity
(J Construct validity

16. If yes, describe how.

n

(J Examples of valid, reliable, appropriate tasks:

$S

Form A2: Test Development (continued)
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Marking: Subtest

Complete a copy of this form for each subtest.
Short description and/or reference

1. How are the test tasks marked?

For receptivedsiss:
(] Optical mark reader
(] Clerical marking
For productive or integrated test tasks:
(] Trained examiners
() Teachers

2. Where are the test tasks marked?

(J Centrally
(J Locally:
() By local teams
(] By individual examiners

3. What criteria are used to select markers?

4. How is accuracy of marking promoted?

(J Regular checks by co-ordinator
(J Training of markers/raters
() Moderating sessions to standardise judgments
(J Using standardised examples of test tasks:
(] Calibrated to CEFR
(] Calibrated to another level description
() Not calibrated to CEFR or other description

5. Describe the specifications of the rating
criteria of productive and/or integrative test
tasks.

() One holistic score for each task

() Marks for different aspects for each task

() Rating scale for overall performance in test

() Rating Grid for aspects of test performance

() Rating scale for each task

() Rating Grid for aspects of each task

() Rating scale bands are defined, but not to CEFR
() Rating scale bands are defined in relation to CEF

6. Are productive or integrated test tasks sing
or double rated?

I€ ) Single rater
() Two simultaneous raters
() Double marking of scripts / recordings
(] Other: specify:

7. If double rated, what procedures are used
when differences between raters occur?

(J Use of third rater and that score holds

(J Use of third marker and two closest marks used
(J Average of two marks

(J Two markers discuss and reach agreement

(] Other: specify:

8. Is inter-rater agreement calculated? (J Yes
(JNo

9. Is intra-rater agreement calculated? (JYes
( JNo

Form A3: Marking
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Grading: Subtest

Complete a copy of this form for each

Subtest.
Short description and/or reference

1. Are pass marks and/or grades given?

(] Pass marks
(] Grades

2. Describe the procedures used to establish p
marks and/or grades and cut scores

ass

3. If only pass/fail is reported, how are the cfit-
scores for pass/fail set?

4. If grades are given, how are the grade
boundaries decided?

5. How is consistency in these standards
maintained?

Form A

4: Grading

Results

Short description and/or reference

1. What results are reported to candidates?

(J Global grade or pass/fail

(J Grade or pass/fail per subtest

(J Global grade plus profile across subtests
(] Profile of aspects of performance per subte

2. In what form are results reported?

() Raw scores

(J Undefined grades (e.g. “C")
(J Level on a defined scale

() Diagnostic profiles

3. On what document are results reported?

() Letter or email

() Report card

(J Certificate / Diploma
() On-line

4. Is information provided to help candidates tg
interpret results? Give details.

5. Do candidates have the right to see the
corrected and scored examination papers?

6. Do candidates have the right to ask for

remarking?

Form A5: Reporting Results
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Data analysis

Short description and/or reference

1. Is feedback gathered on the examinations?

) Yes
(J No

2. If yes, by whom?

(J Internal experts (colleagues)
(J External experts

() Local examination institutes
() Test administrators

() Teachers

() Candidates

3. Is the feedback incorporated in revised vers
of the examinations?

ons Yes
(J No

4. Is data collected to do analysis on the tests?

(J On all tests
(J On a sample of test takers:

How large?: . How often?
(J No

5. If yes, indicate how data are collected?

() During pretesting
(J During live examinations
(] After live examinations

6. For which features is analysis on the data | [ Difficulty
gathered carried out? (J Discrimination
(J Reliability
() Validity
7. State which analytic methods have been used
(e.g. in terms of psychometric procedures).
8. Are performances of candidates from different

groups analysed? If so, describe how.

9. Describe the procedures to protect the
confidentiality of data.

10. Are relevant measurement concepts explained

for test users? If so, describe how.

Form A6: Data Analysis

Rationale for decisions (and revisions)

Short desigtion and/or reference

Give the rationale for the decisions that have beade

in relation to the examination or the test tasks i
guestion.
Is there a review cycle for the examination? (H

often? Who by? Procedures for revising decisions)

n

ow

Form A7: Rationale for Decisions
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Initial Estimation of Overall CEFR Level

O A1 OBl Qc1
) ) )
O A2 QB2 QcC2
&) &) )

Short rationale, reference to documentation

Form AS8: Initial Estimation of Overall ExaminationLevel

Section A3: Specification: Communicative Language Activities (Chapter 4)

A3.1 Reception

Listening Comprehension

Short description and/or reference

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are
the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

2 Which communication themes are the test takers
expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as 4
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beable
handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and| 7.3
might be of help as a reference.

4 What text-types and what length of text are the
test takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be of
help as a reference.

5 After reading the scale for Overall Listening | Level:

Comprehension, given below, indicate and justify

at which level(s) of the scale the subtest shosld

situated.
The subscales for listening comprehension|in
CEFR 4.4.2.1 listed after the scale might be of
help as a reference.

stification (incl. reference to
ocumentation)

Form A9: Listening Comprehension
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OVERALL LISTENING COMPREHENSION
Has no difficulty in understanding any kind of spokanguage, whether live or broadcast, deliverethst

C2 native speed.

Can understand enough to follow extended speectbsinact and complex topics beyond his/her owd fiel

C1 though he/she may need to confirm occasional detdlpecially if the accent is unfamiliar.

Can recognise a wide range of idiomatic expressamcolloquialisms, appreciating register shifts.

Can follow extended speech even when it is notlglstuctured and when relationships are only iregland
not signalled explicitly.

Can understand standard spoken language, live oatbcast, on both familiar and unfamiliar topics nally
encountered in personal, social, academic or vacdi life. Only extreme background noise, inadequat
discourse structure and/or idiomatic usage influenthe ability to understand.

B2 Can understand the main ideas of propositionallgt iinguistically complex speech on both concreté an
abstract topics delivered in a standard dialectlirding technical discussions in his/her field pésialisation.
Can follow extended speech and complex lines afraemt provided the topic is reasonably familiard ahe
direction of the talk is sign-posted by explicitrkes.

Can understand straightforward factual informatiabout common everyday or job related topics, idwgintj
both general messages and specific details, pravipeech is clearly articulated in a generally fianiaccent.

B1 Can understand the main points of clear standarksp on familiar matters regularly encountered orky
school, leisure etc., including short narratives.

Can understand enough to be able to meet needsai@ete type provided speech is clearly and slowl
articulated.

A2 Can understand phrases and expressions relatecetmsaf most immediate priority (e.g. very basitspeal
and family information, shopping, local geograpbgmployment) provided speech is clearly and slowly
articulated.

Can follow speech which is very slow and carefattjculated, with long pauses for him/her to asite
Al ;
meaning.
Relevant Subscales for Listening Comprehension Engl ish
» Understanding conversation between native speakers Page 66
» Listening as a member of an audience Page 67
» Listening to announcements and instructions Page 6
» Listening to audio media and recordings Page 68
» Watching TV and film Page 71
» ldentifying cues and inferring Page 72
» Notetaking Page 96

Reading Comprehension

Short description and/or reference

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are
the test takers to show ability?

Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

2 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to bealy
handle?

e

The lists in CEFR 4.3, 4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and|7.3

might be of help as a reference.

4 What text-types and what length of text are the
test takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be of
help as a reference.

Form A10: Reading Comprehension (part)
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5 After reading the scale for Overall Reading |Level
Comprehension, given below, indicate and justifjustification (incl. reference to
at which level(s) of the scale the subtest shoalfdldocumentation)

situated.
The subscales for reading comprehension jn

CEFR 4.4.2.2 listed after the scale might be of

help as a reference.

Form A10: Reading Comprehension (continued)

OVERALL READING COMPREHENSION
Can understand and interpret critically virtuallyl forms of the written language including abstrastructurally
C2 complex, or highly colloquial literary and non-liggy writings.
Can understand a wide range of long and complets teyppreciating subtle distinctions of style ammplicit as
well as explicit meaning.
C1 Can understand in detail lengthy, complex textetivr or not they relate to his/her own area ofcipiéy,
provided he/she can reread difficult sections.
Can read with a large degree of independence, adgstyle and speed of reading to different texis a
B2 purposes, and using appropriate reference sourelectvely. Has a broad active reading vocabuldmyt may
experience some difficulty with low-frequency iddom
Can read straightforward factual texts on subjeetated to his/her field and interest with a saitbry level of
B1 comprehension.
Can understand short, simple texts on familiar eratbf a concrete type which consist of high fregye
everyday or job-related language
A2 Can understand short, simple texts containing igeést frequency vocabulary, including a proportiafrshared
international vocabulary items.
Can understand very short, simple texts a singtaggat a time, picking up familiar names, wordd &asic
Al phrases and rereading as required.
Relevant Subscales for Reading Comprehension Englis h
» Reading correspondence Page 69
» Reading for orientation Page 70
» Reading for information and argument Page 70
» Reading instructions Page 71
» ldentifying cues and inferring Page 72
» Notetaking Page 96
A3.2 Interaction
Spoken Interaction $hort description and/or referen ce

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are
the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

2 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and

strategies are the test takers expected to beable

handle?

The lists in CEFR 4.3, 4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and|7.3

might be of help as a reference.

Form A11: Spoken Interaction (part)
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4 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

5 After reading the scale for Overall Spoken

Level

Interaction, given below, indicate and justify at

which level(s) of the scale the subtest should b

situated.
The subscales for spoken interaction in CE
4.4.3.1 listed after the scale might be of he
as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
&locumentation)

FR
p

Form Al11l: Spoken Interaction (continued)

OVERALL SPOKEN INTERACTION

Cc2 Has a good command of idiomatic expressions andaguialisms with awareness of connotative levels of
meaning. Can convey finer shades of meaning pigdiseusing, with reasonable accuracy, a wide ranfje
modification devices. Can backtrack and restrucan@und a difficulty so smoothly the interlocutstiardly

aware of it.

C1 Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneoasiypst effortlessly. Has a good command of a bitezital
repertoire allowing gaps to be readily overcomehwdircumlocutions. There is little obvious searchfor
expressions or avoidance strategies; only a conmgiyt difficult subject can hinder a natural, smbdlow of

Ianguage.

formality appropriate to the circumstances.

Can use the language fluently, accurately and gffely on a wide range of general, academic, vacsl or
leisure topics, marking clearly the relationshipstlween ideas. Can communicate spontaneously with go
grammatical control without much sign of havingéstrict what he/she wants to say, adopting a lefel

B2 Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontyribiat makes regular interaction, and sustainddtienships
with native speakers quite possible without impgsitnain on either party. Can highlight the persbna
significance of events and experiences, accourdridrsustain views clearly by providing relevarntlarations

and arguments.

music eftc.

Can communicate with some confidence on familiatine and non-routine matters related to his/hgerasts
and professional field. Can exchange, check andirmoinformation, deal with less routine situatioasd
explain why something is a problem. Can expressghis on more abstract, cultural topics such assil books,

current events).

Can exploit a wide range of simple language to aggi most situations likely to arise whilst traliad). Can
B1 enter unprepared into conversation of familiar wyiexpress personal opinions and exchange infeoman
topics that are familiar, of personal interest arpnent to everyday life (e.g. family, hobbiesrkydravel and

and exchange ideas and information on familiar

¢spn predictable everyday situations.

Can interact with reasonable ease in structuredagibns and short conversations, provided the offezson
helps if necessary. Can manage simple, routineamgds without undue effort; can ask and answertopres

A2 Can communicate in simple and routine tasks reqgia simple and direct exchange of informationamifiar
and routine matters to do with work and free ti@an handle very short social exchanges but is yaable to
understand enough to keep conversation going didliwn accord.

Al Can interact in a simple way but communicatioroisity dependent on repetition at a slower ratspéech,
rephrasing and repair. Can ask and answer simplestjans, initiate and respond to simple statemignéseas

of immediate need or on very familiar topics.

OT

Relevant Subscales for Spoken Interaction English
» Understanding a native-speaker interlocutor Page 7
» Conversation Page 76
» Informal discussion Page 77
» Formal discussion and meetings Page 78
» Goal-oriented cooperation Page 79
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» Transactions to obtain goods and services

Page §

» Information exchange

Page 81

» Interviewing and being interviewed

Page 82

Written Interaction 9

bhort description and/or refere nce

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are

the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

D

2 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beal
handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and
might be of help as a reference.

Die

7.3

4 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

5 After reading the scale for Overall Written

Level

Interaction, given below, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the subtest should b
situated.
The subscales for written interaction in CEF
4.4.3.4 listed after the scale might be of he

Justification (incl. reference to
&locumentation)

R
p

as a reference.

Form A12: Written Interaction

OVERALL WRITTEN INTERACTION

C2 As C1
c1 Can express him/herself with clarity and precisimating to the addressee flexibly and effectively
B2 Can express news and views effectively in writamgl, relate to those of others.

B1 explain problems with reasonable precision.

Can convey information and ideas on abstract a$ agetoncrete topics, check information and askudloo

across the point he/she feels to be important.

Can write personal letters and notes asking focanveying simple information of immediate relevagetting

A2

Can write short, simple formulaic notes relatingatters in areas of immediate need.

Al

Can ask for or pass on personal details in writfigm.

Relevant Subscales for Written Interaction English
» Correspondence Page 83
» Notes, messages and forms Page 84
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A3.3 Production

q

~

Spoken Production

bhort description and/or referenc

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) ar€
the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

1

2 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beal
handle?
The listsin CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and
might be of help as a reference.

Die

7.3

4 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

5 After reading the scale for Overall Spoken

Level

Production, given below, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the subtest should b
situated.
The subscales for spoken production in CE
4.4.1.1 listed after the scale might be of he
as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
&locumentation)

FR
p

Form A13: Spoken Production

OVERALLSPOKEN PRODUCTION

Can produce clear, smoothly flowing well-structusgbech with an effective logical structure whielpk the
C2 recipient to notice and remember significant paints

Can give clear, detailed descriptions and preséoitast on complex subjects, integrating sub themaggldping
Cl particular points and rounding off with an approaté conclusion.

Can give clear, systematically developed descriystiand presentations, with appropriate highlightirfg

significant points, and relevant supporting detail.
B2 Can give clear, detailed descriptions and preseéaoitet on a wide range of subjects related to hisfiedd of

interest, expanding and supporting ideas with glibsy points and relevant examples.

Can reasonably fluently sustain a straightforwaessdription of one of a variety of subjects withis/ler field of
B1 interest, presenting it as a linear sequence oh{soi

Can give a simple description or presentation ajfpe, living or working conditions, daily routines,
A2 likes/dislikes etc. as a short series of simpleaphs and sentences linked into a list.
Al Can produce simple mainly isolated phrases aboapleeand places.

Relevant Subscales for Spoken Production English
» Sustained monologue: Describing experience Page 5
» Sustained monologue: Putting a case (e.g. in debate Page 59
> Public announcements Page 60
> Addressing audiences Page 60
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Written Production

hort description and/or referen

ce

1 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are

the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

D

2 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

3 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beal
handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and
might be of help as a reference.

Die

7.3

4 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

5 After reading the scale for Overall Written

Level

Production, given below, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the subtest should b
situated.
The subscales for written production in CE
4.4.1.2 listed after the scale might be of he
as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
&locumentation)

R
p

Form A14: Written Production

OVERALL WRITTEN PRODUCTION

c2 Can write clear, smoothly flowing, complex textainappropriate and effective style and a logidalicture
which helps the reader to find significant points.

C1 Can write clear, well-structured texts of complaekjects, underlining the relevant salient issuepaading and
supporting points of view at some length with siibsy points, reasons and relevant examples, anthding off
with an appropriate conclusion.

B2 Can write clear, detailed texts on a variety ofjsgts related to his/her field of interest, synthieg) and
evaluating information and arguments from a numiifesources.

B1 Can write straightforward connected texts on a raid familiar subjects within his/her field of intst, by
linking a series of shorter discrete elements mtmear sequence.

Can write a series of simple phrases and sentdirde=d with simple connectors like “and” , “but” ah

A2 ub ”

ecause”.
AL Can write simple isolated phrases and sentences.

Relevant Subscales for Written Production English
» Creative writing Page 62
» Reports and essays Page 62
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A3.4 Integrated Skills

What combinations of skills occur in the examinatsubtests?
Indicate in Form A15 and then complete a copy afiFA16 for each combination

Integrated Skills Combinations

Subtest it occursn

1 Listening and Note-taking

2 Listening and Spoken Production

3 Listening and Written Production

4 Reading and Note-taking

5 Reading and Spoken Production

6 Reading and Written Production

7 Listening and Reading, plus Note-taking

0000000

8 Listening and Reading, plus Spoken Product

o)

9 Listening and Reading, plus Written Producti

on(D

Form A15: Integrated Skills Combinations

Complete for each combination

Integrated Skills

Short description and/or reference

1 Which skills combinations occur?
Refer to your entry in Form A15.

2 Which text-to-text activities occur?
Table 6 in CEFR 4.6.4 might be of help as
reference.

3 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are

the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

4 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as &
reference.

5 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beal
handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and
might be of help as a reference.

Dle

7.3

6 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

7 After reading the scales for Processing Text,

Level

given below, plus Comprehension and Written
Production given earlier, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the subtest should b
situated.
The subscale for Note-taking in CEFR 4.6.
might also be of help as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
documentation)
e

B

Form A16: |

ntegrated Skills
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PROCESSING TEXT

Can summarise information from different sourcespnstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent

C2 presentation of the overall result.
Cl Can summarise long, demanding texts.
Can summarise a wide range of factual and imagueatiéxts, commenting on and discussing contragiinmgts
B2 of view and the main themes.
Can summarise extracts from news items, interv@va®cumentaries containing opinions, argument and
discussion.
Can summarise the plot and sequence of eventilin ar play.
Can collate short pieces of information from seVesmurces and summarise them for somebody else.
B1

Can paraphrase short written passages in a singaibn, using the original text wording and ordeyin

Can pick out and reproduce key words and phraseshort sentences from a short text within the ledm

limited competence and experience.

A2 Can copy out short texts in printed or clearly hamitten format.

Al

Can copy out single words and short texts preseintstandard printed format.

A3.5 Mediation

Spoken Mediation $hort description and/or reference

1 Which text-to-text activities occur?

Table 6 in CEFR 4.6.4 might be of help as g

reference.

2 Which type of mediating activities are tested?
The list in CEFR 4.4.4.1 might be of help a
reference.

(72}

3 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are
the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

4 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as 4
reference.

5 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to bealp
handle?

e

The lists in CEFR 4.3,4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and| 7.3

might be of help as a reference.

6 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?

The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be|of

help as a reference.

7 There is no scale for Translation in the CEFRLevel

Generalising from the scales for Listening Justification (incl. reference to
Comprehension, Processing Text and Spoken| documentation)

Production, indicate and justify at which level(s)
the subtest should be situated.

Form A17: Spoken Mediation
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Written Mediation

Short description and/or referenc

1 Which text-to-text activities occur?
Table 6 in CEFR 4.6.4 might be of help as
reference.

A

2 Which type of mediating activities are tested
The list in CEFR 4.4.4.2 might be of help a
reference

(72}

3 In what contexts (domains, situations, ...) are
the test takers to show ability?
Table 5 in CEFR 4.1 might be of help as a
reference.

4 Which communication themes are the test takers

expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.2 might be of help as 4
reference.

5 Which communicative tasks, activities and
strategies are the test takers expected to beal
handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.3, 4.4.2.1, 7.1, 7.2 and
might be of help as a reference.

Die

7.3

6 What kind of texts and text-types are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 might be
help as a reference.

of

7 There is no scale for Translation in the CEFH
Generalising from the scales for Reading
Comprehension, Processing Text and Written
Production, indicate and justify at which level(g
the subtest should be situated.

Level

Justification (incl. reference to
documentation)

)

Form A18: Written Mediation
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Section A4: Specification: Communicative Language Competence (Chapter 4)

Forms concerning competence are again providetkifollowing order:
1. Reception
2. Interaction
3. Production
4. Mediation

A4.1 Reception

Those CEFR scales most relevant to Receptive $kille been used to create Table A3, which can be
referred to in this section. Table A3 does notudel any descriptors for “plus levels”. The original
scales consulted, some of which do define pluddeirciude:

Linguistic Competence

» General Linguistic Range English: page 110

» Vocabulary Range English: page 112
Socio-linguistic Competence

> Socio-linguistic AppropriatenessEnglish: page 122
Pragmatic Competence

» Thematic Development English: page 125
» Cohesion and Coherence English: page 125
» Propositional Precision English: page 129
Strategic Competence
» ldentifying Cues/Inferring English: page 72
Linguistic Competence S$hort description and/or refe rence

1 What is the range of lexical and grammatical
competence that the test takers are expected tp be
able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.2 might
be of help as a reference.

2 After reading the scale for Linguistic Level
Competence in Table A3, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the examination shoultlistification (incl. reference to
be situated. documentation)

Socio-linguistic Competence Short description and/ or reference

3 What are the socio-linguistic competences that
the test takers are expected to be able to handle:
linguistic markers, politeness conventions,
register, adequacy, dialect/accent, etc.?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.2 might be of help as|a
reference.

4 After reading the scale for Socio-linguistic Level

Competence in Table A3, indicate and justify at| Justification (incl. reference to
which level(s) of the scale the examination shoulibcumentation)

be situated.

Form A19: Aspects of Language Competence in Reaaptpart)
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TABLE A3:

RELEVANT QUALITATIVE FACTORS FOR RECE PTION

LINGUISTIC
Edited from General Linguistic Range;
Vocabulary Range

SOCIO-LINGUISTIC
Edited from Socio-linguistic Appropriateness

PRAGMATIC
Edited from Thematic Development
and Propositional Precision

STRATEGIC

Identifying Cues and Inferring

C2

Can understand a very wide range of
language precisely, appreciating emphasi
and, differentiation. No signs of
comprehension problems.

Has a good command of a very broad lexi
repertoire including idiomatic expressions
and colloquialisms; shows awareness of
connotative levels of meaning.

Has a good command of idiomatic expressions and
Ecolloquialisms with awareness of connotative leegls
meaning.

Appreciates fully the socio-linguistic and socidatdl
Cethplications of language used by native speakedscam
react accordingly.

Can understand precisely finer shadeq
meaning conveyed by a wide range of
qualifying devices (e.g. adverbs
expressing degree, clauses expressin
limitations).

Can understand emphasis and
differentiation without ambiguity.

AB C1.

C1

Has a good command of a broad lexical
repertoire.

Good command of idiomatic expressions
colloquialisms.

Can recognise a wide range of idiomatic expressanms
colloquialisms, appreciating register shifts; mapwever,
hnded to confirm occasional details, especiallyé accent
is unfamiliar.

Can follow films employing a considerable degreslaig
and idiomatic usage.

Can understand language effectively for social psgs,
including emotional, allusive and joking usage.

Can understand elaborate description
and narratives, recognising sub-themg
and points of emphasis.

Can understand precisely the

qualifications in opinions and statemeipts

that relate to degrees of, for example,
certainty/uncertainty, belief/doubt,
likelihood etc.

Is skilled at using contextual,
sgrammatical and lexical cues to infer
attitude, mood and intentions and
anticipate what will come next.

B2

Has a sufficient range of language to be a
to understand descriptions, viewpoints an
arguments on most topics pertinent to his
everyday life such as family, hobbies and
interests, work, travel, and current events

piean with some effort keep up with fast and collafjui
idiscussions.

Can understand description or narratiy
identifying main points from relevant
supporting detail and examples.
Can understand detailed information
reliably.

eCan use a variety of strategies to achigve
comprehension, including listening for
main points; checking comprehension

using contextual clues.

Bl

Has enough language to get by, with
sufficient vocabulary to understand most
texts on topics such as family, hobbies an
interests, work, travel, and current events

Can respond to a wide range of language functiassg
their most common exponents in a neutral register.
HCan recognise salient politeness conventions.

Is aware of, and looks out for signs of, the magtifcant
differences between the customs, usages, attitudiess
and beliefs prevalent in the community concernetl an
those of his or her own.

Can reasonably accurately understang
straightforward narrative or descriptior]
that is a linear sequence of points.
Can understand the main points in an
idea or problem with reasonable
precision.

@an identify unfamiliar words from the
context on topics related to his/her fielfd
and interests.

Can extrapolate the meaning of
occasional unknown words from the
context and deduce sentence meanin
provided the topic discussed is familiaT.

A2

Has a sufficient vocabulary for coping with
everyday situations with predictable conte]
and simple survival needs.

Can handle very short social exchanges, using eegry
hpolite forms of greeting and address. Can make and
respond to invitations, apologies etc.

Can understand a simple story or
description that is a list of points.
Can understand a simple and direct
exchange of limited information on
familiar and routine matters.

Can use an idea of the overall meaninE
of short texts and utterances on everyglay
topics of a concrete type to derive the
probable meaning of unknown words
from the context.

Al

Has a very basic range of simple expressi
about personal details and needs of a
concrete type.

b8san understand the simplest everyday polite forins o
greetings and farewells; introductions; saying gea
thank you, sorry etc.

No descriptor available.

No descriptor available.
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Pragmatic Competence

5 What are the pragmatic competences that the

test takers are expected to be able to handle:

discourse competences, functional competenct
The lists in CEFR 5.2.3 might be of help as
reference.

Short description and/or refer ence
D

BS?
a

6 After reading the scale for Pragmatic
Competence in Table A3, indicate and justify a
which level(s) of the scale the examination sho
be situated.

Level

ultlistification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Strategic Competence

Short description and/or refer ence

7 What are the strategic competences that the

takers are expected to be able to handle?
The discussion in CEFR 4.4.2.4. might be ¢
help as a reference.

test

—n

8 After reading the scale for Strategic
Competence in Table A3, indicate and justify a
which level(s) of the scale the examination sho
be situated.

Level

Justification (incl. reference to
udbcumentation)

Form A19: Aspects of Language Competence in Reaapfcontinued)

A4.2 Interaction

Those CEFR scales most relevant to Interactio
do define plus levels, include:

Linguistic Competence

» General Linguistic Range

» Vocabulary Range

» Vocabulary Control

» Grammatical Accuracy
Socio-linguistic Competence

> Socio-linguistic AppropriatenessEnglish
Pragmatic Competence

» Flexibility

» Turntaking

» Spoken Fluency

» Propositional Precision
Strategic Competence
Turntaking (repeated)
Cooperating
Asking for Clarification
Compensating
Monitoring and Repair

Engli

English

Englis

YVVVYY

n baee used to create Table A4 which can be refe¢orgdthis
section. Table A4 does not include any descridtmrsplus levels”. The original scales consultedie of which

sh: page 110

English: page 112
English: page 112
English: page 114

. page 122

. page 124

English: page 124
English: page 129
English: page 129

English: page 86

h: page 86

English: page 87
English: page 64
English: page 65

144




(n

Linguistic Competence

bhort description and/or refe

rence

1 What is the range of lexical and grammatical
competence that the test takers are expected t
able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.2 might
be of help as a reference.

D be

2 What is the range of phonological and
orthographic competence that the test takers a
expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.4 and 5.2.1.5 might
be of help as a reference.

[e

3 After reading the scales for Range and Accur
in Table A4, indicate and justify at which level(s

acgvel

of the scale the examination should be situated
The scales for Phonological Control in CEF
5.2.1.4 and for Orthographic Control in 5.2.]
might also be of help as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
Rdocumentation)
1.5

Socio-linguistic Competence

Short description and/or reference

4 What are the socio-linguistic competences th
the test takers are expected to be able to hand
linguistic markers, politeness conventions,
register, adequacy, dialect/accent, etc.?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.2 might be of help as
reference.

at
e:

a

5 After reading the scale for Socio-linguistic
Competence in Table A4, indicate and justify at
which level(s) of the scale the examination shol
be situated.

Level

ulLstification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Pragmatic Competence

Short description and/or reference

6 What are the pragmatic competences that the

test takers are expected to be able to handle:

discourse competences, functional competence
The lists in CEFR 5.2.3 might be of help as
reference.

D

v

pS?
a

7 After reading the scale for Fluency in Table A
indicate and justify at which level(s) of the scalg

the examination should be situated.

4, evel

n )

v

Justification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Form A20: Aspects of Language Competence in Intdfan (part)
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Strategic Competence Short description and/or reference

8 What are the interaction strategies that the test
takers are expected to be able to handle?
The discussion in CEFR 4.4.3.5 might be of
help as a reference.

9 After reading the scale for Interaction in Table Level
A4, indicate and justify at which level(s) of the
scale the examination should be situated. Justification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Form A20: Aspects of Language Competence in Intdran (continued)

A4.3 Production
Those CEFR scales most relevant to Production bege used to create Table A5, which can be reféorgdthis

section. Table A5does not include any descriptorsglus levels”. The original scales consultednsoof which
do define plus levels, include:

Linguistic Competence

» General Linguistic Range English: page 110
» Vocabulary Range English: page 112
» Vocabulary Control English: page 112

» Grammatical Accuracy English: page 114

Socio-linguistic Competence
> Socio-linguistic AppropriatenessEnglish: page 122
Pragmatic Competence

» Flexibility English: page 124

» Thematic Development English: page 125
» Cohesion and Coherence English: page 125
» Spoken Fluency English: page 129
» Propositional Precision English: page 129

Strategic Competence

» Planning English: page 64

» Compensating English: page 64

» Monitoring and Repair English: page 65

n

Linguistic Competence bhort description and/or refe rence

1 What is the range of lexical and grammatical
competence that the test takers are expected tp be
able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.2 might
be of help as a reference.

2 What is the range of phonological and
orthographic competence that the test takers are
expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.4 and 5.2.1.5 might
be of help as a reference.

Form A21: Aspects of Language Competence in Prodioict(part)
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3 After reading the scales for Range and Accur
in Table A5 indicate and justify at which level(s
of the scale the examination should be situated

The scales for Phonological Control in CEF

acgvel

Justification (incl. reference to
Rdocumentation)

5.2.1.4 and for Orthographic Control in 5.2.1.5

might also be of help as a reference.

Socio-linguistic Competence

Short description and/or reference

4 What are the socio-linguistic competences th
the test takers are expected to be able to hand
linguistic markers, politeness conventions,
register, adequacy, dialect/accent, etc.?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.2 might be of help as
reference.

at
e:

a

5 After reading the scale for Socio-linguistic
Competence in Table A5, indicate and justify at

Level

which level(s) of the scale the examination shoylflistification (incl. reference to

be situated.

documentation)

Pragmatic Competence

6 What are the pragmatic competences that the

test takers are expected to be able to handle:

discourse competences, functional competencg
The lists in CEFR 5.2.3 might be of help as
reference.

Short description and/or refer ence
nY

BS?
a

7 After reading the scale for Pragmatic
Competence in Table A5, indicate and justify a

Level

which level(s) of the scale the examination sho
be situated.

ultlistification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Strategic Competence

Short description and/or reference

8 What are the production strategies that the tg
takers are expected to be able to handle?

The discussion in CEFR 4.4.1.3 might be of

help as a reference.

st

9 After reading the scale for Strategic

Level

Competence in Table A5, indicate and justify a

Justification (incl. reference to

which level(s) of the scale the examination shoulibcumentation)

be situated.

Form A21: Aspects of Language Competence in Prodmct(continued)
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TABLE A4:

RELEVANT QUALITATIVE FACTORS FOR SPOK EN INTERACTION

LINGUISTIC RANGE
Edited from General Linguistic
Range; Vocabulary Range, Flexibility

LINGUISTIC ACCURACY
Edited from Grammatical
Accuracy and Vocabulary
Control

SOCIO-LINGUISTIC
Edited from Socio-linguistic
Appropriateness

FLUENCY

Fluency, Flexibility

INTERACTION

Edited from Turntaking,
Cooperating, Asking for
Clarification

C2

Shows great flexibility reformulating ideas
differing linguistic forms to convey fing
shades of meaning precisely, to give ¢
phasis, to differentiate and to elimin
ambiguity. Also has a good command
idiomatic expressions and colloquialisms.

iMaintains consistent grammatical
rcontrol of complex language, even
while attention is otherwise engagd
te.g. in forward planning, in
ohonitoring others’ reactions).

Appreciates fully the socio-linguistic and
sociocultural implications of language us!
by speakers and can react accordingly.
Can mediate effectively between speake
of the target language and that of his/her
community of origin taking account of
sociocultural and socio-linguistic
differences.

bavith a natural colloquial flow, avoiding or

that the interlocutor is hardly aware of it.

Can express him/herself spontaneously at le

backtracking around any difficulty so smooth

@hn interact with ease and skill,
picking up and using non-verbal and
yintonational cues apparently
effortlessly. Can interweave his/her
contribution into the joint discourse
with fully natural turntaking,
referencing, allusion making etc.

C1

Has a good command of a broad rangs
language allowing him/her to select
formulation to express him/herself clearly
an appropriate style on a wide range
general, academic, professional or leig
topics without having to restrict what he/d
wants to say.

©@bnsistently maintains a high degr
af grammatical accuracy; errors arg
irare, difficult to spot and generally
obrrected when they do occur.
ure

he

b€an use language flexibly and effectivelyf
for social purposes, including emotional,
allusive and joking usage.

Can express him/herself fluently and

smooth flow of language.

spontaneously, almost effortlessly. Only a co|
ceptually difficult subject can hinder a natural

Can select a suitable phrase from a
hreadily available range of discourse
functions to preface his remarks in
order to get or to keep the floor and t
relate his/her own contributions skil-
fully to those of other speakers.

1=

B2

Has a sufficient range of language to be

to give clear descriptions, express viewpo
on most general topics, without much c
spicuous searching for words, using sd
complex sentence forms to do so.

I86ows a relatively high degree of
msammatical control. Does not mak
errors which cause misunderstand
nmey, and can correct most of his/he
mistakes.

Can with some effort keep up with and
bcontribute to group discussions even whd
speech is fast and colloquial.

Can sustain relationships with native
speakers without unintentionally amusing
or irritating them or requiring them to
behave other than they would with a nati
speaker.

Can adjust to the changes of direction, style
remphasis normally found in conversation.

there are few noticeably long pauses.
e

Can produce stretches of language with a fai
even tempo; although he/she can be hesitan
he or she searches for patterns and expressi

ihn initiate discourse, take his/her ty
when appropriate and end conversat|
Iwhen he/she needs to, though he/sh
asay not always do this elegantly. Ca|
bhe|p the discussion along on familiar
ground confirming comprehension,
inviting others in, etc.

ql

=

B1

Has enough language to get by,
sufficient vocabulary to express him/herg
with some hesitation and circumlocutions
topics such as family, hobbies and interg
work, travel, and current events.

itdses reasonably accurately a
alépertoire of frequently used
dinoutines” and patterns associated
steth more predictable situations.

Can perform and respond to basic langu
functions, such as information exchange
and requests and express opinions and
attitudes in a simple way. Is aware of the
salient politeness conventions and acts
appropriately.

stretches of free production.

@&an exploit a wide range of simple language
flexibly to express much of what he/she want
Can keep going comprehensibly, even thoug
pausing for grammatical and lexical planning
and repair is very evident, especially in longg

Can initiate, maintain and close simp|
Eface-to-face conversation on topics t
hare familiar or of personal interest. C
repeat back part of what someone h3

said to confirm mutual understanding.

@

at

[

A2

Uses basic sentence patterns with memo
phrases, groups of a few words and form
in order to communicate limited information
simple everyday situations.

is¢sks some simple structures
leerrectly, but still systematically
imakes basic mistakes.

Can handle very short social exchanges,
using everyday polite forms of greeting a|
address. Can make and respond to
invitations, apologies etc.

reformulation are very evident. Can expand

of their elements.

Can make him/herself understood in very sh
hdtterances, even though pauses, false starts

learned phrases through simple recombinatidg

r€an indicate when he/she is followin
ot is rarely able to understand enou
to keep conversation going of his/he
mswvn accord.

Can ask for attention.

h

Al

Has a very basic repertoire of words and
simple phrases related to personal details
particular concrete situations.

Shows only limited grammatic
hoontrol of a few simple grammatid
structures and sentence patterns

hICan establish basic social contact by usi
bihe simplest everyday polite forms of:
rgeeetings and farewells; introductions;

packaged utterances, with much pausing to

words, and to repair communication.

memorised repertoire.

saying please, thank you, sorry etc.

&an manage very short, isolated, mainly pre-

Can interact in a simple way but

search for expressions, to articulate less fam|lispetition, rephrasing and repair.

communication is totally dependent g

=]
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TABLE A5:

RELEVANT QUALITATIVE FACTORS FOR PROD UCTION

LINGUISTIC RANGE
General Linguistic Range;
Vocabulary Range

LINGUISTIC ACCURACY
Grammatical Accuracy,
Vocabulary Control, Phonological
Control

SOCIO-
LINGUISTIC
Socio-linguistic
Appropriateness

PRAGMATIC
Fluency, Flexibility

PRAGMATIC
Thematic Development, Propositional
Precision, Coherence and Cohesion

STRATEGIC
Compensating, Monitoring
and Repair

Cc2

Shows great flexibility reformu
lating ideas in differing linguisti
forms to convey finer shades
meaning precisely, to give e
phasis, to differentiate and

eliminate ambiguity. Also has
good command of idiomati
expressions and colloquialisms.

I Maintains consistent grammatical cont
of complex language, even while atten
ofion is otherwise engaged (e.g. in forwd
hplanning, in monitoring others’
@eactions).

a

C

oAppreciates fully the

socio-linguistic and
rdociocultural
implications of
language used by
speakers and can
react accordingly.

Can express him/herself spontaneou
at length with a natural colloquial flow
avoiding or backtracking around any

difficulty so smoothly that the
interlocutor is hardly aware of it.

El@an create coherent and cohesive discour:
,making full and appropriate use of a variety
organisational patterns and a wide range o
connectors and other cohesive devices.

eéCan substitute an equivalent
oérm for a word he/she can't
recall so smoothly that it is
scarcely noticeable.

C1

Has a good command of a brg
range of language allowir]
him/her to select a formulation
express him/ herself clearly in
appropriate style on a wide ran|
of general, academic, professiol
or leisure topics without having

restrict what he/she wants to say.

lp@onsistently maintains a high degree o
cgrammatical accuracy; errors are rare,
aifficult to spot and generally corrected
havhen they do occur.

he

al

o

Can use language
flexibly and
effectively for social
purposes, including
emotional, allusive
and joking usage.

Can express him/herself fluently and
spontaneously, almost effortlessly.
Only a conceptually difficult subject
can hinder a natural, smooth flow of

language.

Can produce clear, smoothly flowing, well-
structured speech, showing controlled use
organisational patterns, connectors and
cohesive devices.

Can give elaborate descriptions and
narratives, integrating sub themes, develog
particular points and rounding off with an
appropriate conclusion.

Can backtrack when he/she
béncounters a difficulty and
reformulate what he/she wants
say without fully interrupting th
flow of speech.

ing

B2

Has a sulfficient range of langug|
to be able to give clea
descriptions, express viewpoi
on most general topics, withg
much conspicuous searching
words, using some compld
sentence forms to do so.

b8hows a relatively high degree of
rgrammatical control. Does not make
terrors which cause misunderstanding,
Litan correct most of his/her mistakes.
or

X

Can express him or
herself appropriately
himdsituations and
avoid crass errors of
formulation.

Can produce stretches of language v
a fairly even tempo; although he/she
can be hesitant as he or she searchg
patterns and expressions, there are f

noticeably long pauses.

itban develop a clear description or narrativ

with relevant supporting detail and examplg
P@an use a limited number of cohesive devi
to link his/her utterances into clear, cohere
discourse, though there may be some
“jumpiness” in a long contribution.

expanding and supporting his/her main poififsaraphrase to cover gaps in

Can use circumlocution and

s/ocabulary and structure.
€an make a note of “favourite
tmistakes” and consciously
monitor speech for it/them.

Bl

Has enough language to get
with sufficient vocabulary t
express him/herself with son
hesitation and circumlocutions
topics such as family, hobbies &
interests, work, travel, and currg
events.

byses reasonably accurately a repertoir]
frequently used “routines” and patterns
@ssociated with more predictable
isituations.

hd

nt

b of No descriptor
available

Can exploit a wide range of simple
language flexibly to express much of
what he/she wants. Can keep going
comprehensibly, even though pausin
for grammatical and lexical planning
and repair is very evident, especially
longer stretches of free production.

Can link a series of shorter, discrete simplg
elements in order to reasonably fluently rel
a straightforward narrative or description a
blinear sequence of points.

=}

Can use a simple word meanin
homething similar to the conce
he/she wants to convey and
invites “correction”.

Can start again using a differe
tactic when communication
breaks down.

=
=4

—

A2

Uses basic sentence patterns
memorised phrases, groups o
few words and formulae in order
communicate limited informatioj
in simple everyday situations.

hithkses some simple structures correctly,
laut still systematically makes basic
fonistakes.

A

No descriptor
available

Can make him/herself understood in
very short utterances, even though

pauses, false starts and reformulatio
are very evident. Can expand learne
phrases through simple recombinatig

of their elements.

Can link groups of words with simple
connectors like “and”, “but” and “because”.

ns

No descriptor available

Al

Has a very basic repertoire of
words and simple phrases relatg
to personal details and particula
concrete situations.

Shows only limited control of a fe

dsimple  grammatical  structures &
sentence patterns in a memori
repertoire.

v No descriptor
hd available
ed

Can manage very short, isolated,

mainly pre-packaged utterances, wit

much pausing to search for

expressions, to articulate less familig]
words, and to repair communication.

Can link words or groups of words with ven
basic linear connectors like “and” or “then”,

No descriptor available
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A4.4 Mediation

The question of which CEFR scales are most reletaniediation depends upon the type of
mediation involved.

In a foreign language context, one will naturatigds on the foreign language skill. Thus the laggua
competences required in mediating from the foréagiguage to mother tongue will be primarily those
required for reception, whilst for mediating frohetmother tongue to the foreign language those for
production will be necessary. For Mediation engiriel the foreign language, aspects of competence
for both reception and production will be required.

Language Variables: Type of Language CompetencesDescriptors:
a. within a foreign language  For Reception and Prodoc Tables A3 and A5
b. from one foreign language For Reception and Production Tables A3 and A5
to another
c. from foreign language to For Reception Table A3
mother tongue
d. from mother tongue to For Production Table A5

foreign language

Other factors to consider are skill variables (gpolor written reception to spoken or written
production) and task variables — with formal omimhal register as outlined in CEFR 4.4.4.1 (oral
mediation) and 4.4.4.2 (written mediation).

Thus, although there are no descriptors for Mealiaéis such in the CEFR, all the descriptor scales i
CEFR Chapter 5, plus the scales for Receptive aoduetive Strategies (included in Tables A3 and
A5 respectively) are relevant. If the examinationlides Mediation, please consult Tables A3, A4,
and/or A5 as appropriate in completing Form A22.

N

Linguistic Competence bhort description and/or refe rence

1 What is the range of lexical and grammatical
competence that the test takers are expected to be
able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.1 and 5.2.1.2 might
be of help as a reference.

2 What kind of semantic relationships are the test
takers expected to be able to handle?
The list in CEFR 5.2.1.3 might be of help as a
reference.

3 What is the range of phonological or
orthographic competence that the test takers are
expected to be able to handle?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.1.4 and 5.2.1.5 might
be of help as a reference.

Form A22: Aspects of Language Competence in Mediat(part)
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4 The scale for Orthographic Control in CEFR | Level
5.2.1.5 might also be of help as a reference.

Justification (incl. reference to
documentation)

Socio-linguistic Competence Short description and/ or reference

5 What are the socio-linguistic competences that
the test takers are expected to be able to handle:
linguistic markers, politeness conventions,
register, adequacy, dialect/accent, etc.?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.2 might be of help as|a
reference.

6 After reading the scale for Socio-linguistic Level
Competence in Table A3 and A4, indicate and

justify at which level(s) of the scale the Justification (incl. reference to
examination should be situated. documentation)
Pragmatic Competence Short description and/or reference

7 What are the pragmatic competences that the
test takers are expected to be able to handle:
discourse competences, functional competences?
The lists in CEFR 5.2.3 might be of help as|a
reference.

8 After reading the scale for Pragmatic Level
Competence in Table A5, indicate and justify a

which level(s) of the scale the examination shoulflistification (incl. reference to
be situated. documentation)

Strategic Competence Short description and/or reference

9 What are the reception and production strategies
that the test takers are expected to be able to
handle?
The discussion in CEFR 4.4.2.4 and 4.4.1.3
might be of help as a reference.

10 After reading the scales for Strategic Level
Competence in Tables A3 and A5, indicate and Justification (incl. reference to
justify at which level(s) of the scale the documentation)

examination should be situated.

Form A22: Aspects of Language Competence in Mediat{continued)
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Section A5: Specification: Outcome of the Analysi s (Chapter 4)

Form A23 provides a graphic profile of the coveramfethe examination in relation to CEFR
categories and levels. It should be completedeatttd of the Specification process.

C2

C1

B2.2

B2

B1.2

Bl

A2.2

A2

Al

’_

Overall | Activity 1 | Activity 2 |Activity 3  |Activity 4  |Activit y5 | Socio- Pragmatic | Linguistic
linguistic

Form A23: Graphic Profile of the Relationship of thExamination to CEFR Levels

Confirmed Estimation of Overall CEFR Level

O A1 OB1 Qc1
) ) )
O A2 QB2 Qc2
) ) &)

Short rationale, reference to documentation. If thé form presents a different conclusion
to the initial estimation in Form A8, please commetnon the principal reasons for the
revised view.

Form A24: Confirmed Estimation of Overall Examinatin Level
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Appendix B

Content Analysis Grids  Chapter 4

Section B1: CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listen  ing & Reading

The CEFR Content Analysis Grid for Listening & Readfrajlows test developers to analyse tests of
reading and listening in order to relate them ®@EFR. Information about each task, text and item
the test is entered into the Grid by specifyingrtbkaracteristics (e.g. text source, discourse typ
estimated difficulty level, etc.) from a range @tions derived from the CEFR. The analyst must,
however, be fully familiar with the CEFR in orderuse the Grid effectively. For further guidance th
system also includes a familiarisation componehe Grid is designed to be used on the web but a
paper version is given here. New categories coelddaled if necessary.

While the Grid was developed to analyse testsadirg and listening, it can also be used as aitiool
planning such tests.

A link to the on-line version of the Grid is alseadlable on www.coe.int/portfolid he direct link is
www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/projects/grid

In this section, the same form has been presentiulée versions:

1. A blank version;

2. A version which has been filled in after the pamed analysed the tests, resulting in provisional
cut-off scores;

3. A third version in which provisional item classHitons have been revised on the basis of
confronting pre-estimates of difficulty with emmial information on their difficulty, and similar
adjustments have been made to cut-offs.

“8 The Grid was produced by a working group consisting Charles Alderson (Project Coordinator) Neigsi€ras, Henk
Kuijpers, Giinther Nold, Sauli Takala and Claire Temd With further funding from the Dutch Ministry Education the
group developed a computerised version which idabla at www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/projects/grisireport on the project is
available on request from the Project Coordinat@ratierson@Ilancaster.ac.uk
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Blank Form Listening

Listening/reading Comprehension in ...(language)...

Target level in the curriculum:

ltem types

Source

Length (total
45 mins)

Authenticity

Discourse type

Domain

Topic

Curriculum
linkage (an
optional new
category)

Number of
speakers

Pronunciation

Content

Grammar

Vocabulary

Nr of listening

Input text
compre-
hensible at
level

Items comprehensible at level (enter item codes)

Al

Al/A2

A2

A2/B1

Bl

B1/B2

B2

B2/C1

C1

Cl/C2

C2
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Sample Specification of a Listening Test

Test

| Listening Comprehension in English

Target level in the curriculum: B2.1

Item types 30 multiple-choice items 0 construqted
response items
Source Interview Interview Presentation Radio News
programme
Length (total
45 mins) 7 12 7 9 10
Authenticity Modified Modified Authentic Authentic Modified (cut
Discourse type| Narrative Argumentative Descriptive Descriptive Ndive
Domain Personal Personal Public Public Public
Topic Pop culture| Environment Business/tradentertainment| Society
Curriculum Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 10
linkage
Number of 5 241 5 1 1
speakers
Pronunciation | Standard | Standard AmE| Standard BrE Standard AmE&andard BrE
BrE
Content Concrete Concrete Somewhat | Somewhat Somewhat abstract
abstract abstract
Grammar Simple Somewhat Rather Somewhat Somewhat complex
complex complex complex
Vocabulary Only Mostly Rather Rather Rather extensive
frequent frequent extensive extensive
Nr of listening 2 2 2 1 1
Input text
compre- B1 B1 B2 B1 B1
hensible at
level
Items comprehensible at level (enter ratings usingem codes)
Al
Al/A2
A2
A2/B1
Bl 1,2,3,4,5 25, 27
B1/B2 6,7,8,10,12,| 17 24, 26 Constructed
14,15 response: 1, 2
B2 9,11, 13,16 18, 19, 20 21, 22,23 Constructed
response: 4
B2/C1 28, 29, 30 Constructed
response: 3, 5
C1l
C1l/C2
C2

Preliminary cut

-offs:

< B1: 0; B1-19; B2: 20-30; >B2: 31-35
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Sample Grid to be used after Test Administration

Test | Listening Comprehension in English
Target level in the curriculum: B2.1
Item types 30 multiple-choice items > open-
ended
Source Interview | Interview Presentation Radio News
programme
Length (total
45 mins) 7 12 7 9 10
Authenticity Modified | Modified Authentic Authentic Modified
(cut)
Discourse Narrative | Argumentative Descriptive Descriptive Ndive
type
Domain Personal Personal Public Public Public
Topic Pop Environment Business/tradéEntertainment| Society
culture
Curriculum Grade 8 Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 1
linkage
Number of 5 241 5 1 1
speakers
Pronunciation | Standard | Standard AmE| Standard BrE Standard | Standard
BrE AmE BrE
Content Concrete | Concrete Somewhat | Somewhat Somewhat
abstract abstract abstract
Grammar Simple Somewhat Rather Somewhat Somewhat
complex complex complex complex
Vocabulary Only Mostly Rather Rather Rather
frequent | frequent extensive extensive extensive
Nr of listening 2 2 2 1 1

Input text
compre-
hensible at
level (enter
data after
standard
setting)

Items compreh

ensible at level (enter item codes aftstandard setting)

Al

Al/A2

A2

A2/B1

Bl

B1/B2

B2

B2/C1

C1

Cl/Cc2

C2

Final cut-offs:
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Sample Blank Grid for a Reading test

Characteristic

Text 1

Text 2

Text 3

Text 4

Text5

Text source

Authenticity

Discourse type

Domain

Topic

Nature of
content

Text length

Vocabulary

Grammar

Text likely to
be compre-
hensible by
learner/user
at CEFR
level:

Items comprehensible to a learner/user at CEFR (ew&er item code)

Al

A2

Bl

B2

C1l

C2

Preliminary cut-offs:

(Final cut-offs):
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Section B2: CEFR Content Analysis Grids for Writi  ng and Speaking Tasks

These Grids were designed by the ALTE Manual Spétdierest Group with the aim of assisting test
providers in their work with the CEFR and the Mandi&e ALTE Manual Special Interest Group also
endeavours to update the Grids according to thabfezk they obtain from users. For this reason suser
are advised to download the latest versions frarLnguage Policy Division pages of the Council of
Europe website: www.coe.int/lang

The aim in designing the Grids was to provide féxinstruments that could be of use in a variéty o
contexts and for a number of different uses.

There are two types of Grid:
* Analysis: used when panels are asked to make judtgnadout test tasks, such as in training
sessions, sessions aiming to provide illustratarages and in standard setting exercises.
* Presentation: used to present analysis already, geneaps as exemplars for training and
standardisation, to serve as a record, or to leepted externally.

As a single use or method was never intended &setlGrids, it is not possible to give comprehensive
instructions for their use here. For this reaseo, @xamples of the way in which they have been used
are provided.

Example 1

Grid used:
CEFR Writing Grid: analysis, version 3.0, 2005

Reason for useBenchmarking of writing performances for a suitéocal examinations

Procedure:

At a benchmarking workshop with 11 raters, the @ré used for an introductory activity. Raters
were asked to complete it for one of the tasksthed reflect on and discuss the relevance that @fach
the categories in the Grid had for relating a task certain level. The aim of this activity wadaous
the raters on the relationship between task arfdnpeaince, and on different aspects of task difficul

A modification of the Grid was also proposed to thiers, namely the insertion of a category: “Genre
of expected text”, to complement the category oarifé of input”.

The Grid had been complemented by one column wia¢ees could indicate which of the categories
they found decisive for relating a task to a lefRaters were asked to state for categories 16 to 38
whether they found each individual category uskfuthis purpose. The categories nominated most
often were: “Genre of expected text” (10 nominaslpiTime permitted or suggested” (9), “Genre of
input” (8), “Topic or theme of input” (8), “Numbef words expected” (8). Some categories elicited
discussions about (a) interpretation of the caiegpand (b) their applicability across the levelg).
category “Genre of input” was found to be relevamiy for the higher levels).

Points to note, positive:Benchmarking focuses on the linguistic qualitiea text, rather than on task
fulfilment aspects. The Grid allowed some taskilimént aspects to enter into the discussion of text
quality, such as the time allowed for writing.

Points to note, negativeSome categories will tend to be interpreted défifelly by different people
(e.g. how controlled is “semi-controlled”?).
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Recommendations:

It would be worthwhile to use the Grid for a testrers’ workshop, as it invites reflection on tegdl
of language which will be elicited by a task, ahdg on the characteristics a task should havederor
to elicit the performance that is required.

One way to encourage a similar interpretation eftérms in the Grid would be for the organisers to
provide illustrative examples, perhaps documentigld avcompleted “Output” version reporting the
conclusions reached in such an activity.

Example 2
Grid used:
CEFR Speaking Grid: analysis and presentationjorefl, 09/12/05

Reason for useBenchmarking of speaking performances of a legamination

Procedure:

During the training stage, 12 experienced ratergwbkown videos of standardised performances
selected previously at a benchmarking conferendehatad been organised in cooperation with the
CoE for the language concerned. Each rater haldssify the tasks performed in the recordings to
CEFR levels. Individual rating in which raters wesked to fill in the output Grid was followed by
pair discussion and then plenary discussion.

The Grid was used to raise the raters’ awarenesskdifficulty and to show them what kind of
categories may influence difficulty more than othéks the performance given by a candidate is
closely connected to the expected response elibitede task, it was useful to get an idea of Hsét
difficulty before the judgment of performance saesptarted.

In a second stage, the Grids were used in the say¢o classify the local tasks of spoken produrctio
and to judge the performances of samples of thed Bxam.

Points to note, positiveThis method worked well for the following reasojuglges got a more
precise idea about the different facets of tadfkcdity and the level of the related performanchisT
was helpful, especially for the judgment of thealla@asks.

Points to note, negativeOne of the difficulties of this method was thatikes some time to explain
the 45 categories of the input Grid. Therefore,Ghiel was translated to the native language ang onl
a limited choice of categories were selected ferdiging the meeting. Part 1 on general information
was left out, in Part 2 we focused on 15/16 cofgtatiance, 23 topic. Part 3 on response, however
was used in its entirety.

Recommendations:

The Grid should be sent out to the judges befarestindardisation meeting starts in order to
familiarise them with the Grid.
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The CEFR Grid for Writing Tasks v.3.1 (Presentation)

This Grid has been developed by the ALTE Manuak&pénterest Group in order to assist test prordde
their work with theCommon European Framework of Reference for Languidgearning, Teaching,
Assessment (CEFRjd theManual for Relating Language Examinations to the=@Fboth available from the
Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe.

There are two varieties of this Grid: thealysis Grid and théPresentationGrid (a simplified version).

The Analysis Grid is intended to be used in workshops and bmacking events.
» If a workshop is intended to analyse test contadtspecifications, the relevant stage of the Maiwal
specification (Chapter 4.)
» Ifthe Grid is used for benchmarking new, local ptas, the relevant section of the Manual is Section
5.6.

The PresentationGrid provides a descriptive record of the analg$itest tasks in a previous benchmarking
exercise. If completed Grids are used to docunileistiative samples, they can be exploitedtandardisation
training (Chapter 5 of the Manual).

Sample Test Tasks

Report on analysis of

Target language of this test

Target level (CEFR) of this test

Task number/name

General Information — the whole test
Total test time

Purpose

Background to the examination
Candidature

Structure of the test

agrwNRE

General Information — the writing component
6. Number of tasks in the writing paper
7.  Total component time

8 Integration of skills

9. Channel

10. CEFR level of this component

11. The writing component format

12. Specific information- example task
13. Mark distribution

14. Task rating

15. Effective level

16. Sample task:

—  sample task here —
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i) Task input/prompt

17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Language of input/prompt

CEFR level of input/prompt

Time permitted or suggested for this task
Control/guidance

Content

Genre

Rhetorical function(s) of input

Imagined audience

Mode of input/prompt

Topic or theme of input

Integration of skills for input

minutes

i) Response (description of written response eligd by the prompt(s)/input)

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Number of words expected
Rhetorical function(s) expected
Text purpose

Register

Domain

Grammatical competence expected
Lexical competence expected
Discoursal competence expected
Authenticity: situational
Authenticity: interactional
Cognitive processing

Content knowledge required

iif) Rating of task

40
41
42
43

Known criteria
Task rating method
Assessment criteria

Number and combination of raters
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iv) Feedback to candidates
44  Quantitative feedback

45  Qualitative feedback

46 Example answer

47 Commentary

48 Score allocated

Notes:Numbers below correspond to numbered items in e G

2 The purpose of the test may be general profigicior a specific purpose. State the purpose if
specific (English for Legal Purposes, German foademic Purposes, etc.).

3 The description of test background may contaénreasons for developing the test, a descripfion o
the suite of which this test is a part, or othertsdetails.

4 Describe the size and demographic profile ofcdredidature.

5 Describe the other components of the test {leegspeaking component, the reading component).

6 In the case that the number of tasks dependghah options are chosen, specify in the
introductory text (point 5).

8 Skills, in addition to writing, which are invad in the completion of this task (regardless of
whether they are explicitly recognised at the gastage). Choose from: none, reading, speaking,
listening, a combination.

9 The method by which the candidate’s responeecisrded. Choose from handwritten, word
processed, either.

10CEFR Ch. 3.

11 The description may include information suclh@snumber of subsections, task types in each
subsection, time allowed for each subsection.

12 You may wish to include a short descriptionh# task here. The description could include the
aims of the task, what candidates have been askgal dand would constitute a full completion of
the task.

13 Describe how marks are distributed in this seotif the task and what candidates would need to
include to achieve full marks on this task.

14 Explain how the task is rated (e.g. clericaitychine marked), what instruments are used and what
aspects are considered when deciding the grade.

15 Describe the measures taken to ensure Writsks t@re set at the appropriate level. This
description may include the process of questiorepppoduction and trialling.

16 Insert the sample task, including rubric andmptinput.

18 Choose€CEFRIevel: Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2.

19 If not specified, expected time.

20 The extent to which the rubric, prompt or ingetermines the nature and content of the response.
Choose from: controlled, semi-controlled or opedezh

21 Whether the content of the response is spedifiéite rubric. Choose from: specified or not
specified.

22 Choose fromletter (business) letter (personal), review, academic essaycomposition, report,
story, proposal, article, form, other (specify).

23 The functions which might be expected in th@oase. Choose fromlescribing (events)
describing (processesnarrating, commentating expositing explaining, demonstrating,
instructing, arguing, persuading reporting events giving opinions, making complaints,
suggestingcomparing and contrasting exemplifying, evaluating, expressing
possibility/probability , summarising, other (specify)CEFR p125-130.
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24 The imagined audience for the input. Choose ffaend/acquaintance, teacher, employer,
employee committeg board, business students general public (e.g. with a newspaper article),
other (specify).

25 Choose fromoral, written or visual, ora combination

26 The topic or theme. Choose frapersonal identification, house and home/environmentdaily
life, free time/entertainment, travel, relations with other people health and body care
education, shopping food and drink, services places language weather, other (specify).
CEFR p51-53.

27 The language skills the candidate needs to stadet the rubric and prompt/input. Choose from:
reading, listening, ora combination

29 The functions which might be expected in th@oase. Choose fromlescribing (events)
describing (processesnarrating, commentating expositing explaining, demonstrating,
instructing, arguing, persuading reporting events giving opinions, making complaints,
suggestingcomparing and contrasting exemplifying, evaluating, expressing
possibility/probability , summarising, other (specify)CEFR p125-130.

30 The expected purpose(s) of the response. Climrsereferential (to give “objective” facts about
the world), emotive (to describe the emotionalestdtthe writer), conative (to persuade the
reader(s)), phatic (to establish or maintain scmiaitact with the reader(s)), metalingual (to €ari
or verify understanding), poetic (writing for aestilc purposes).

31 The register the candidate is expected to addpeir response. Choose fromformal ,
unmarked to informal, unmarked, unmarked to formal, formal. CEFR p118-122.

32 The domain to which the expected response igiimtad to belong. Choose fromersonal public,
occupational educational/academic CEFR, p45-46.

33 Choos€CEFRIevel:Al, A2,B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR pl112-116.

34 Choos€CEFRlevel: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR p110-112.

35 Choos€CEFRIlevel: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR p123-125.

36 The extent to which the task reflects a real4dittivity a candidate could perform. Choose from
low, medium, or high.

37 The extent to which interaction patterns areljyiko mirror those in an equivalent, real-lifekas
Choose fromow, medium, or high.

38 The difficulty in performing the task from a nbnguistic point-of-view. Choose from:
reproduction of known ideas knowledge transformation

39 The kind of extra-linguistic knowledge requiteccomplete the task. Choose from:
personal/everyday life knowledge areggieneral/non-specialised knowledge areaspecialised
knowledge areagqscientific, study-related, etcg,wide range of knowledge areas

40 Describe the rating criteria made availabldntodandidate, either before or during the teshdf
criteria are not available together with the paptate where they can be viewed.

41 Choose frommpressionistic/holistic, descriptive scaleanalytical scale

42 State the criteria used in marking. Choose fgnawxnmatical range, grammatical accuracy
lexical range, lexical accuracycohesion and coherengeontent/task fulfilment, development
of ideas orthography, other (specify).

43 If clerically marked, the number of raters ol one or more. However, responses may only be
second- or third-marked in some cases and by fatiars, or by more senior raters. If so, insert
‘+ more in selected cases’ after the base numbeatefs.

44 Quantitative feedback routinely given (for thetiwg component). Choose fromaw score
percentage scorgranking in candidature, CEFR level, exam-specific gradepass/fail status
other (specify).

45 Qualitative feedback routinely given (for thatimg component). Choose fromomments for
each of the rating criteria, holistic comments other (specify).

46 Insert a sample response to the task.

47 An explanation or justification of the grade age to the sample response.

48 The grade (or score) awarded to this samplenssp
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The CEFR Grid for Writing Tasks v. 3.1 (Analysis)

This Grid has been developed by the ALTE Manualc&penterest Group in order to assist test prordde
their work with the Common European Framework of Reference for Languagearning, Teaching,
Assessment (CEFRNd theManual for Relating Language Examinations to the=@Eboth available from the
Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe.

There are two varieties of this Grid: thealysis Grid and théPresentationGrid (a simplified version).

The Analysis Grid is intended to be used in workshops and bmacking events.
e If a workshop is intended to analyse test contedtspecifications, the relevant stage of the Maral
specification (Chapter 4.)
« If the Grid is used for benchmarking new, local ptas, the relevant section of the Manual is Section
5.6.

The Presentation Grid provides a descriptive record of the analgdigest tasks in a previous benchmarking

exercise. If completed Grids are used to docunikstriative samples, they can be exploitedtimndardisation
training (Chapter 5 of the Manual).

Sample Test Tasks

Report on analysis of

Target language of this test

Target level (CEFR) of this test

Task number/name

General Information —the whole test

1 Total test time minutes

2 Purpose general proficiency

specific purpose (specify):
3 Background to the examination

4 Candidature

5 Structure of the test

General Information — the writing component

6  Number of tasks in the writing paper ! 2 3 4 or more
7  Total component time minutes
8  Integration of skills none reading

speaking listening

a combination (specify):

9 Channel handwritten word processed either

10 CEFR level of this component Al A2 B1 B2 c1 c2

11 The writing component format
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12 Specific informatior example task
13 Mark distribution

14 Task rating

15 Effective level

16 Sample task:

sample task here —

i) Task input/prompt

17 | Language of input/prompt

18 CEFR level of input/prompt

19 | Time permitted or suggested for this task
20 | Control/guidance

21 | Content

22 Genre of input

23 Rhetorical function(s) of input

24 Imagined audience for input

Al A2 Bl

B2 C1 C2

minutes

controlled

fully specified
extent

letter (business)
review

composition

story

article

other (specify):
describing (events)
narrating

expositing
demonstrating
arguing

reporting events
making complaints
comparing and contrasting
evaluating

expressing probability
other (specify):
friend(s)/acquaintance(s)
employer(s)
teacher(s)

committee

other (specify):
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semi-controlled

specified to some

open-ended

not specified

letter (personal)
academic essay
report
proposal

form

describing (processes)
commentating
explaining
instructing
persuading
giving opinions
suggesting
exemplifying
expressing possibility

summarising

general public
employee(s)
student(s)

business(es)




25

26 | Topic or theme of input

Mode of input/prompt

oral
visual

personal identification

written

a combination

house and home, environment

daily life free time, entertainment
travel relations with other people
health and body care education
education shopping
food and drink services
places language
weather
other (specify):
27 Integration of skills for input reading listening a combination

i) Response (description of written response eligd by the prompt(s)/input)

28  Number of words expected 0-50 51 -100 101 -150
151 - 200 201 - 250 251 - 300
301 - 350 351 - 400 more than 400

describing (events) describing (processes)

29  Rhetorical function(s) expected

narrating commentating
expositing explaining
demonstrating instructing
arguing persuading

reporting events

making complaints

comparing and contrasting

giving opinions

suggesting

exemplifying

evaluating expressing possibility
expressing probability summarising
other (specify):

30 Text purpose referential emotive
conative phatic
metalingual poetic

31 Register informal unmarked to informal
unmarked unmarked to formal
formal
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32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

Domain

Grammatical competence expected
Lexical competence expected
Discoursal competence expected
Authenticity: situational
Authenticity: interactional

Cognitive processing

Content knowledge required

iii) Rating of task

40

41

42

43

Known criteria

Task rating method

Assessment criteria

Number and combination of raters

iv) Feedback to candidates

44

45

Quantitative feedback

Qualitative feedback

personal
occupational
Al A2 Bl
Al A2 Bl
Al A2 B1
low medium
low medium

reproduction of known ideas
knowledge transformation
general/non-specialised

very specialised knowledge

impressionistic/holistic
analytical scale

other (specify):
grammatical range
lexical range

cohesion and coherence
development of ideas
other (specify):

1

3 or more

2 + more in selected cases

raw score

ranking in candidature

exam-specific grade

other (specify):

public

educational/academic

B2 c1 c2
B2 c1 c2
B2 c1 c2
high
high

specialised knowledge

a range of knowledge

descriptive scale

with compensation system

grammatical accuracy
lexical accuracy
content/task fulfilment

orthography

2
1 + more in selected cases

computer rated

percentage score
CEFR level

pass/fail status

comments for each rating criteria

holistic comments

other (specify):
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46 Example answer
47 Commentary
48 Score allocated

Notes:

All references to th€EFRare to the document on the Council of Europe LagguPolicy Division’s
website.

Numbers below correspond to numbered items in tie G

2 The purpose of the test may be general profigicior a specific purpose. State the purpose if
specific (English for Legal Purposes, German foademic Purposes, etc.).

3 The description of test background may contaénreasons for developing the test, a descripfion o
the suite of which this test is a part, or otherhsdetails.

4 Describe the size and demographic profile ofcdradidature.

5 Describe the other components of the test {leegspeaking component, the reading component).

6 In the case that the number of tasks dependgan options are chosen, specify in the
introductory text (point 5).

8 Skills, in addition to writing, which are invad in the completion of this task (regardless of
whether they are explicitly recognised at the gaitage). Choose from: none, reading, speaking,
listening, a combination.

9 The method by which the candidate’s responeecisrded. Choose from handwritten, word
processed, either.

10CEFR Ch. 3.

11 The description may include information suclih@snumber of subsections, task types in each
subsection, time allowed for each subsection.

12 You may wish to include a short descriptionha task here. The description could include the
aims of the task, what candidates have been asksal dand would constitute a full completion of
the task.

13 Describe how marks are distributed in this seatif the task and what candidates would need to
include to achieve full marks on this task.

14 Explain how the task is rated (e.g. clericaiyachine marked), what instruments are used and what
aspects are considered when deciding the grade.

15 Describe the measures taken to ensure Writsks tare set at the appropriate level. This
description may include the process of questiorepppoduction and trialling.

16 Insert the sample task, including rubric andrgtinput.

18 Choose€CEFRIevel: Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2.

19 If not specified, expected time.

20 The extent to which the rubric, prompt or ingatermines the nature and content of the response.
Choose from: controlled, semi-controlled or opedezh

21 Whether the content of the response is spediiitite rubric. Choose from: specified or not
specified.

22 Choose fromletter (business) letter (personal), review, academic essaycomposition, report,
story, proposal, article, form, other (specify).

23 The functions which might be expected in th@oase. Choose fromlescribing (events)
describing (processesnarrating, commentating expositing explaining, demonstrating,
instructing, arguing, persuading reporting events giving opinions, making complaints,
suggestingcomparing and contrasting exemplifying, evaluating, expressing
possibility/probability , summarising, other (specify)CEFR p125-130.

24 The imagined audience for the input. Choose ffaend/acquaintance, teacher, employer,
employee committeg board, business students general public (e.g. with a newspaper article),
other (specify).

25 Choose fromoral, written or visual, ora combination

26 The topic or theme. Choose frapersonal identification, house and home/environmentdaily
life, free time/entertainment, travel, relations with other people health and body care
education, shopping food and drink, services places language weather, other (specify).

CEFR p 51 -53.
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27 The language skills the candidate needs to stadet the rubric and prompt/input. Choose from:
reading, listening, ora combination

29 The functions which might be expected in thpoaese. Choose frondescribing (events)
describing (processesnarrating, commentating expositing explaining, demonstrating,
instructing, arguing, persuading reporting events giving opinions, making complaints,
suggestingcomparing and contrasting exemplifying, evaluating, expressing
possibility/probability , summarising, other (specify)CEFR p125-130.

30 The expected purpose(s) of the response. Climrsereferential (to give “objective” facts about
the world), emotive (to describe the emotionalestidtthe writer), conative (to persuade the
reader(s)), phatic (to establish or maintain scmdaitact with the reader(s)), metalingual (to &ari
or verify understanding), poetic (writing for aestilc purposes).

31 The register the candidate is expected to addpeir response. Choose fromformal ,
unmarked to informal, unmarked, unmarked to formal, formal. CEFR p118-122.

32 The domain to which the expected response igiimed to belong. Choose frompersonal public,
occupational educational/academic CEFR, p45-46.

33 Choos€CEFRIlevel: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR p112-116.

34 Choos€CEFRIevel:Al, A2,B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR p110-112.

35 Choos€CEFRIlevel: A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. CEFR p123-125.

36 The extent to which the task reflects a realdi€tivity a candidate could perform. Choose from
low, medium, or high.

37 The extent to which interaction patterns arelyiko mirror those in an equivalent, real-lifekas
Choose fromow, medium, or high.

38 The difficulty in performing the task from a nbnguistic point-of-view. Choose from:
reproduction of known ideas knowledge transformation

39 The kind of extra-linguistic knowledge requiteccomplete the task. Choose from:
personal/everyday life knowledge areageneral/non-specialised knowledge areaspecialised
knowledge areaqscientific, study-related, etcg,wide range of knowledge areas

40 Describe the rating criteria made availabldntodandidate, either before or during the teshdf
criteria are not available together with the paptate where they can be viewed.

41 Choose frommpressionistic/holistic, descriptive scaleanalytical scale

42 State the criteria used in marking. Choose fignaanmatical range, grammatical accuracy
lexical range, lexical accuracycohesion and coherengeontent/task fulfilment, development
of ideas orthography, other (specify).

43 If clerically marked, the number of raters vad one or more. However, responses may only be
second- or third-marked in some cases and by fatiars, or by more senior raters. If so, insert
‘+ more in selected cases’ after the base numbeaters.

44 Quantitative feedback routinely given (for thetiwg component). Choose fromaw score
percentage scoreranking in candidature, CEFR level exam-specific gradepass/fail status
other (specify).

45 Qualitative feedback routinely given (for thatimg component). Choose fromomments for
each of the rating criteria, holistic comments other (specify).

46 Insert a sample response to the task.

47 An explanation or justification of the grade asheal to the sample response.

48 The grade (or score) awarded to this samplenssp
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The CEFR Grid for Speaking Tasks v. 3.1 (Presentation)

This Grid has been developed by the ALTE Manualc&penterest Group in order to assist test prordde
their work with the Common European Framework of Reference for Languagearning, Teaching,
Assessment (CEFRNd theManual for Relating Language Examinations to the=@Eboth available from the
Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe.

There are two varieties of this Grid: thealysis Grid and théPresentationGrid (a simplified version).

The Analysis Grid is intended to be used in workshops and bmacking events.
e If a workshop is intended to analyse test contedtspecifications, the relevant stage of the Maral
specification (Chapter 4.)
» If the Grid is used for benchmarking new, local ptas, the relevant section of the Manual is Section
5.6.

The Presentation Grid provides a descriptive record of the analgdigest tasks in a previous benchmarking
exercise. If completed grids are used to docunikrstriative samples, they can be exploitedtandardisation
training (Chapter 5 of the Manual).

1 Report on analysis of

2 Target language

1 GENERAL INFORMATION (whole speaking test)

3 N°. of tasks in speaking component

4 Integration of skills

5 Total duration of speaking
component

6 Target performance level

7 Channel

8 Test purpose

2 TASK INPUT/PROMPT for task n °./name

9 Language of instructions/rubric

10 | Channel

11 | Language level of instructions/
rubric

12 | Task duration (minutes)

13 | N. assessors present
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14 | Recorded?

15 | Control/guidance by task

16 | Control/guidance by interlocutor

17 | Specification of content

18 | Interaction type

19 | Discourse mode (genre)

20 | Audience (real)

21 | Audience (imagined, as in role play)

22 | Type of prompt

23 | Topic

24 | Planning time

25 | Setting (imagined)

RESPONSE (the expected spoken response elicited by the prompt(s)/input)

26 | Length of response

27 | Texttype

28 | Rhetorical function(s)

29 | Register

30 | Domain

31 | Grammatical level

32 | Lexical level

33 | Discourse features

34 | Situational authenticity

35 | Interactional authenticity

36 | Cognitive processing
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37

Content knowledge

38

Task purpose

RATING OF TASK

39 | Known criteria

40 | Rating method

41 | Assessment criteria
42 | N. of raters

43 | Use of moderator

FEEDBACK TO CANDIDATE

44

Quantitative feedback

45

Qualitative feedback
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The CEFR Grid for Speaking Tasks v. 3.1 (Analysis)

This Grid is designed to elicit information pertaigp to ONE task in the test indicated. The GENERAL
INFORMATION section (Section 1) refers to the spagktestas a whole Other sections refer to an individual
task within the test

For definitions (and translations) of terminologysers are referred to te.TE Multilingual Glossary of
Testing Terms(Cambridge University Press).

1 GENERAL INFORMATION (whole speaking test)

0 Name of test provider
1 Name of test
Component speaking component

2 Target language

3 N°. of tasks in the speaking | 1 2 3 4 or more
component
Integration of skill§’ speaking reading writing listening
4 (circle at least one) (no other skill
involved)
Comment
5 Total duration of speaking | approx. ........................minutes (of which .......... minutes
component (including preparation time)
preparation time)
6 Target performance level
CEFR — General (p26, p58) Al A2 Bl B2 C1 Cc2

(Also appendix D for ALTE
“Can Dos"— p244)

(circle at least one)

7 Channel face to | phone | computer | video tape video
face conference| recorder recorder
aud | vid
8 Test Purpose general proficiency| specified purpose (Language for Specific
Purposes):

9 To what extent thavhole speaking componeninvolves integration with another skill. Is thistégration explicit or
implicit? Bear in mind, that even a written prompipiies a degree of skill integration, which mayneaty not be recognised
at the rating stage.
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The following tables (sections 2—6) refer to ONE T&K in the subtest. Fill in the Grid in relation to each
one of taskson the subtest.

2 TASK INPUT/PROMPT - Rubric and prompts (verbal, iconic) or other forms of input
designed to elicit the required response(s) in the target language.

0 To which task in the speaking
component of thetest doesthe
infor mation relate?

9 Language of language of test provider| target language of test| other language ?
instructions/rubric

10 Instructions spoken spoken written recorded pictorial/iconic
or written (channel)

11 | Level of language | much easier than | easier than level of same as level of | more difficult than
of instructions/ level of test test test level of test
rubric

12 Task duration
(minutes) F=To] o] (0 ) O minutes

13 | N. of assessors 0 1 2
present

14 | Recorded? yes— audio yes- video no

15 | Control/guidance | rigidly controlled partially controlled open format
by the task
(flexibility of task
frame)

16 | Control/guidance | rigidly controlled format | partially controlled open format
by interlocutor format
(flexibility of (e.g. list of questions to | (e.g. interview in (e.g. undirected interview
interlocutor be asked) controlled format with or discussion)
frame™) specified topic)

17 | Specification of specified not specified
content

18 Interaction type dialogue: dialogue: dialogue: dialogue: monologue

paired grouped candidate/ simulated/
candidates candidates examiner recorded

prompts
repetition of | role play reading aloud| reactto a other:
prompt prompt

19 Discourse mode interview story telling (narration)

(genre)
speech, presentation discussion/conversation

20 | Audience assessor other teacher none other:
(real) candidate (e.g. tape

recorder)

*0 The extent to which the task frame guides or lintitssresponse of the candidate.
*1 The extent to which the interlocutor frame conttbis input from the examiner/assessot/interviewex way that
determines the nature and content of the intemaclibe input from interlocutor may be largely urdgd, resulting in free or
creative speaking. Is the content which is expeirteéde response specified by the interviewer eraeni
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21 | Audience employer committee, | business, teacher answering
(imagined, as in board shop, etc. machine
role play)

general public family member friend, other: (specify)
acquaintance

22 | Type of prompt oral only

(select at least one)

(given orally by examiner)

textual (written)

written sentence,
question, instructions

letters

e.g. to pen-friend

notes, messages, mem

be.g. office memo

adverts

programmes e.g. theatre, football, ¢

forms e.g. fill immigration
form

excerpts books/journals
magazines/newspapers

iconic graph annotated/

not annotated

chart

table

diagram

map

sequence of diagrams

pictorial (non-verbal)

photo(s)

drawing, sketch

sequence of pictures

other(specify)
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23 | Topic personal identification current affairs
CEFR p52
(select at least one) - -
house/home/environment shopping
daily life food and drink
free time, entertainment services
travel places
relations with other people language
health and body care weather
education celebrities
science and environment work environment
other (please specify):
24 | Planning time | 30 secs 1 min 2 mins not applicable
comments
25 | Setting workplace social educational other
(imagined)

RESPONSE (the expected spoken response elicited by the prompt(s)/input)

26 | Length of 30 secs 1min 2 mins 3mins 4mins 5mins >5mins
response
expected
27 | Texttype word level phrase discourse level
28 | Rhetorical description (events) instruction exemplification
function(s) description (process) argumentation synthesis
CEFR description (data) persuasion analysis
pl26 description (objects) reporting events evaluation
description (pictures) giving opinions expressing
narration making complaints possibility/probability
commentary suggestion summarising
presentation comparison and asking for information
explanation contrast other:(specify) ..........
demonstration
29 | Register informal neutral formal
CEFR p120
30 | Domain personal public occupational educational/
CEFR p45 academic
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31 | Grammatical | only simple mainly simple limited range of wide range of
level grammatical structures complex structures | complex
CEFR, pl114 structures grammatical
structures
32 | Lexical only frequent | mainly frequent| extended wide range of | wide range of
level vocabulary vocabulary vocabulary advanced advanced and
CEFR, 112 vocabulary specialised
vocabulary
33 | Discourse extremely limited limited competent use advanced use
features use
(e.0.
cohesion)
CEFR, p125
34 | Situational low medium high
authenticity?
35 | Interactional | low medium high
authenticity®
36 | Cognitive reproduction of known ideas only knowledge transiation
processing'
37 | Content personal/daily common, general, | wide range of non- | very wide range of
knowledge life/basic non-specialised specialised knowledge areas
communication knowledge areas | (social, scientific,
needs study-related,
sometimes
specialised, etc.)
38 | Task purpose| referential (telling)  emotive (tewp | conative® phatic®

4 RATING OF TASK

39 | Known criteria | are the grading criteria avaitatd the candidate ON THE PAPER and is s/he familia
with them? Y/N
If no, where can these be viewed?
40 | Rating method | impressionistic/ | descriptive analytical method
holistic scale
(band
descriptors)
41 | Assessment grammatical| cohesion | lexical content interactive development
criteria accuracy and control communication | of ideas
coherence
pronunciation pronunciation other:
(phonological) (intonation and stress)
42 | No. of raters 1 2 3 computer rated
other (explain)
43 | Use of YES NO
moderator’

%2 To what extent does the task reflect a real litevitg that the candidate is likely to perform?

53 Conative refers to tasks which require that thelichrie argue, persuade, discuss for and against, et

54 How difficult the task is to perform from a nomdgjuistic point of view; e.g., how difficult the ini@ prompts are to
interpret if presented in graphic form, which mayunfamiliar to the candidate.

%5 Conative refers to tasks which require that thelichrie argue, persuade, discuss for and against, et

% phatic — intending to keep in touch with correspemt(s).

57 A moderator checks that rating criteria are obsgmonsistently and ensures that grades have Heeated correctly and

fairly by examiners.
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5 FEEDBACK TO CANDIDATE

44 Quantitative | raw score | score as | ranking CEFR exam pass/fail | other:
feedbacR® % (e.g. level specific only
quartile) grade
(tick here)
[ [ [ [ [ [ [
45 Qualitative grammar | lexis cohesion/ | content develop- | task other:
feedback coherence ment of relevance
ideas
[] [ [] [ [] [

%8 |nformation given to candidates regarding theif@®nance on the task.
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Appendix C

Forms and Scales for Standardisation & Benchmarking Chapter 5

Training Record Form

Location Date:
Coordinator Name: Institution/Project:
Familiarisation a
Stage Training )
Benchmarking O
Area(s) Assessing Spoken Samples =
Assessing Written Samples O
Test Tasks/ Items:
= Listening O
* Reading O
= Linguistic Competence a
Other:
- Number: Functions:
Participants umber unctions
Familiarisation
Activities lllustration with exemplars
completed Controlled/free practice with exemplars

Benchmarking local performance samples
Training with exemplar tasks

Judging item difficulty

Feedback of actual item difficulty

Other

CEFR exemplar samples

Materials used | CEFR rating instruments (Tables 5.4, 5.5, 5.8)
Local performance samples

Adapted rating instruments (to be appended)
CEFR exemplar test tasks and items

Local test tasks and items

Other

000000 0000000

Information on
tasks and items

Additional
comment

Dissemination
procedures
planned

Form C1 Training Record Form
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LEARNER’'S NAME /Ihr Name/Votre nom:

Niveaus/NiveauxAl, A2, A2+,

1. Initial Impression

Einstufung mit der Globalskal

Classement échelle globale

B1, Bil+

, B2, B2+, CiC2

2. Detailed Analysis with Grid / Beurteilung mit &ar / Estimation — grille

RANGE
Spektrum
Etendue

ACCURACY | FLUENCY
Korrektheit Fliassigkeit
Correction Aisance

INTERACTION | COHERENCE
Interaktion Kohdze
Interaction Cohérende

3. Considered Judgment

Abschliessende Einstufung

Classement final

Form C2: Analytic Rating Form
Eurocentres (North 1991/1992) / Swiss Project (Sefder and North 2000)

Skill:

Level assigned

Comments

Sample/Task 1

Sample/Task 2

Sample/Task 3

Sample/Task 4

Sample/Task 5

Sample/Task 6

Sample/Task 7

Sample/Task 8

This is an example of a simple rating sheet whégjuires the participant to give one global judgmambut the leve

of each sample or task. This rating sheet can ke ts rate either performances or test items.

Form C3: Holistic Rating Form (DIALANG)
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Mickey |Donald |Groover | Fred | Henry |[SusiQ |Other |[Other |Other
Mouse |Duck Vi code code code
names |nhames |names
ltem 1
Item 2
Item 3
Item 4
Form C4: Collation Global Rating Form (DIALANG)
Skill_ Descriptor Operationalised| CEFR level assigned Comments (Include
(List subscale and level references to Form A10)
Iltem 1
Item 2
Item 3
Iltem 4
ltem 5

etc.

Form C5: Item Rating Form (DIALANG)
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Table C1: GLOBAL ORAL ASSESSMENT SCALE

Conveys finer shades of meaning precisely and naturally.

C2
Can express him/herself spontaneously and very fluently, interacting with ease and skill,
and differentiating finer shades of meaning precisely. Can produce clear, smoothly-flowing,
well-structured descriptions.

C1 Shows fluent, spontaneous expression in clear, well-structured speech.
Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously, almost effortlessly, with a smooth flow
of language. Can give clear, detailed descriptions of complex subjects. High degree of
accuracy; errors are rare.

B2+

B2 Expresses points of view without noticeable strain.
Can interact on a wide range of topics and produce stretches of language with a fairly even
tempo. Can give clear, detailed descriptions on a wide range of subjects related to his/her
field of interest. Does not make errors which cause misunderstanding.

B1+

B1 Relates comprehensibly the main points he/she wants to make.
Can keep going comprehensibly, even though pausing for grammatical and lexical planning
and repair may be very evident. Can link discrete, simple elements into a connected,
sequence to give straightforward descriptions on a variety of familiar subjects within his/her
field of interest. Reasonably accurate use of main repertoire associated with more
predictable situations.

A2+

A2 Relates basic information on, e.g. work, family, free time etc.
Can communicate in a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar matters. Can
make him/herself understood in very short utterances, even though pauses, false starts and
reformulation are very evident. Can describe in simple terms family, living conditions,
educational background, present or most recent job. Uses some simple structures correctly,
but may systematically make basic mistakes.

AM Makes simple statements on personal details and very familiar topics.
Can make him/herself understood in a simple way, asking and answering questions about
personal details, provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.
Can manage very short, isolated, mainly pre-packaged utterances. Much pausing to search
for expressions, to articulate less familiar words.

Below Does not reach the standard for Al.
A1

* Use this scale in the first 2-3 minutes of a speaking sample to decide approximately
what level you think the speaker is.

» Then change to Table C2 (CEFR Table 3) and assess the performance in more detail in
relation to the descriptors for that level.
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Table C2: ORAL ASSESSMENT CRITERIA GRID (CEFR Table 3)

RANGE

ACCURACY

FLUENCY

INTERACTION

COHERENCE

Shows great flexibility reformu-

Maintains consistent gram-

Can express him/herself

Can interact with ease and

Can create coherent and

C2 | lating ideas in differing matical control of complex spontaneously at length with a | skill, picking up and using cohesive discourse making full
linguistic forms to convey finer | language, even while attention | natural colloquial flow, non-verbal and intonational | and appropriate use of a
shades of meaning precisely, | is otherwise engaged (e.g. in avoiding or backtracking cues apparently effortlessly. | variety of organisational
to give emphasis, to forward planning, in monitoring | around any difficulty so Can interweave his/her con- | patterns and a wide range of
differentiate and to eliminate others' reactions). smoothly that the interlocutor | tribution into the joint connectors and other cohesive
ambiguity. Also has a good is hardly aware of it. discourse with fully natural devices.
command of idiomatic turntaking, referencing, allu-
expressions and sion making etc.
colloquialisms.

Has a good command of a Consistently maintains a high | Can express him/herself Can select a suitable phrase | Can produce clear, smoothly
broad range of language degree of grammatical accu- fluently and spontaneously, from a readily available flowing, well-structured

C1l allowing him/her to select a racy; errors are rare, difficult to | almost effortlessly. Only a con- | range of discourse functions | speech, showing controlled
formulation to express him/ spot and generally corrected ceptually difficult subject can to preface his remarks in use of organisational patterns,
herself clearly in an when they do occur. hinder a natural, smooth flow | order to get or to keep the connectors and cohesive
appropriate style on a wide of language. floor and to relate his/her devices.
range of general, academic, own contributions skilfully to
professional or leisure topics those of other speakers.
without having to restrict what
he/she wants to say.

B2+
Has a sufficient range of Shows a relatively high degree | Can produce stretches of Can initiate discourse, take | Can use a limited number of
language to be able to give of grammatical control. Does language with a fairly even his/her turn when cohesive devices to link his/her

B2 | clear descriptions, express not make errors which cause tempo; although he/she can be | appropriate and end utterances into clear, coherent
viewpoints on most general misunderstanding, and can hesitant as he or she searches | conversation when he/she discourse, though there may
topics, without much con- correct most of his/her for patterns and expressions, needs to, though he/she be some “jumpiness” in a long
spicuous searching for words, | mistakes. there are few noticeably long may not always do this contribution.
using some complex sentence pauses. elegantly. Can help the
forms to do so. discussion along on familiar

ground confirming
comprehension, inviting
others in, etc.
B1+
Has enough language to get Uses reasonably accurately a Can keep going comprehensi- | Can initiate, maintain and Can link a series of shorter,
by, with sufficient vocabulary repertoire of frequently used bly, even though pausing for close simple face-to-face discrete simple elements into a

Bl |t express him/herself with “routines” and patterns asso- grammatical and lexical plan- conversation on topics that connected, linear sequence of
some hesitation and circum- ciated with more predictable ning and repair is very evident, [ are familiar or of personal points.
locutions on topics such as situations. especially in longer stretches of | interest. Can repeat back part
family, hobbies and interests, free production. of what someone has said to
work, travel, and current confirm mutual understand-
events. ing.

A2+
Uses basic sentence pattemns Uses some simple structures Can make him/herself under- | Can ask and answer Can link groups of words with
with memorised phrases, correctly, but still systematically | stood in very short utterances, | questions and respond to simple connectors like "and,

A2 groups of a few words and makes basic mistakes. even though pauses, false simple statements. Can "but" and "because".
formulae in order to commu- starts and reformulation are indicate when he/she is
nicate limited information in very evident. following but is rarely able to
simple everyday situations. understand enough to keep

conversation going of his/her
own accord.
Has a very basic repertoire of Shows only limited control ofa | Can manage very short, Can ask and answer Can link words or groups of

A1 | words and simple phrases few simple grammatical struc- | isolated, mainly pre-packaged questions about personal words with very basic linear
related to personal details and | tures and sentence patternsin | utterances, with much pausing | details. Can interactin a connectors like “and” or “then”.
particular concrete situations. a memorised repertoire. to search for expressions, to simple way but

articulate less familiar words,
and to repair communication.

communication is totally de-
pendent on repetition, re-
phrasing and repair.
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Table C3: SUPPLEMENTARY CRITERIA GRID: “Plus Levels

RANGE ACCURACY FLUENCY INTERACTION COHERENCE
Cc2
C1
Can express him/herself | Shows good grammatical | Can communicate Can intervene Can use a variety of
clearly and without much | control; occasional “slips” | spontaneously, often appropriately in linking words efficiently
B2+ sign of having to restrict | or non-systematic errors | showing remarkable discussion, exploiting a | to mark clearly the
what he/she wants to and minor flaws in fluency and ease of variety of suitable relationships between
say. sentence structure may expression in even language to do so, and | ideas.
still occur, but they are longer complex stretches | relating his/her own
rare and can often be of speech. Can use contribution to those of
corrected in retrospect. circumlocution and other speakers.
paraphrase to cover
gaps in vocabulary and
structure.
B2
Has a sufficient range of | Communicates with Can express him/herself | Can exploit a basic
language to describe reasonable accuracy in with relative ease. repertoire of strategies No descriptor available
Bl+ unpredictable situations, | familiar contexts; Despite some problems to keep a conversation
explain the main points generally good control with formulation resulting | or discussion going.
in an idea or problem though with noticeable in pauses and “cul-de- Can give brief
with reasonable mother tongue sacs”, he/she is able to comments on others’
precision and express influences. keep going effectively views during
thoughts on abstract or without help. discussion. Can
cultural topics such as intervene to check and
music and films. confirm detailed
information.
Bl
Has sufficient vocabulary Can adapt rehearsed Can initiate, maintain Can use the most
to conduct routine, No descriptor available memorised simple and close simple, frequently occurring
A2+ everyday transactions phrases to particular restricted face-to-face | connectors to link simple
involving familiar situations with sufficient conversation, asking sentences in order to tell
situations and topics, ease to handle short and answering a story or describe
though he/she will routine exchanges guestions on topics of | something as a simple
generally have to without undue effort, interest, pastimes and | list of points.
compromise the despite very noticeable past activities. Can
message and search for hesitation and false interact with
words. starts. reasonable ease in
structured situations,
given some help, but
participation in open
discussion is fairly
restricted.
A2
Al
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Table C4: WRITTEN ASSESSMENT CRITERIA GRID

Overall

Range

Coherence

Accuracy

Description

Argume nt

Can write clear, highly accurate and
smoothly flowing complex texts in an

Shows great flexibility in formulating
ideas in differing linguistic forms to

Can create coherent and
cohesive texts making full

Maintains consistent and highly
accurate grammatical control of

Can write clear, smoothly flowing and
fully engrossing stories and descriptions

Can produce clear, smoothly flowing, complex
reports, articles and essays which present a

appropriate and effective personal style || convey finer shades of meaning and appropriate use of a even the most complex language || of experience in a style appropriate to case or give critical appreciation of proposals or
conveying finer shades of meaning. Can || precisely, to give emphasis and to variety of organisational forms. Errors are rare and the genre adopted. literary works. Can provide an appropriate and
use a logical structure which helps the eliminate ambiguity. Also has a good patterns and a wide range of | concern rarely used forms. effective logical structure which helps the reader
reader to find significant points. command of idiomatic expressions and | connectors and other to find significant points.

colloquialisms. cohesive devices.
Can write clear, well-structured and Has a good command of a broad range | Can produce clear, smoothly | Consistently maintains a high Can write clear, detailed, well-structured | Can write clear, well-structured expositions of
mostly accurate texts of complex of language allowing him/her to selecta | flowing, well-structured text, | degree of grammatical accuracy; || and developed descriptions and complex subjects, underlining the relevant

C1 | subjects. Can underline the relevant formulation to express him/herself showing controlled use of occasional errors in grammar, imaginative texts in a mostly assured, salient issues. Can expand and support point of
salient issues, expand and support clearly in an appropriate style on awide | organisational patterns, collocations and idioms. personal, natural style appropriate to the | view with some subsidiary points, reasons and
points of view at some length with range of general, academic, professional | connectors and cohesive reader in mind. examples.
subsidiary points, reasons and relevant || or leisure topics without having to restrict | devices.
examples, and round off with an what he/she wants to say. The flexibility
appropriate conclusion. in style and tone is somewhat limited.

Can write clear, detailed official and Has a sufficient range of language to be | Can use a number of Shows a relatively high degree of || Can write clear, detailed descriptions of | Can write an essay or report that develops an
semi-official texts on a variety of able to give clear descriptions, express | cohesive devices to link grammatical control. Does not real or imaginary events and argument systematically with appropriate

B2 | subjects related to his field of interest, viewpoints on most general topics, using | his/her sentences into clear, | make errors which cause experiences marking the relationship highlighting of some significant points and
synthesising and evaluating information ]} some complex sentence forms to do so. | coherent text, though there misunderstandings. between ideas in clear connected text, relevant supporting detail. Can evaluate
and arguments from a number of Language lacks, however, may be some “jumpiness” in and following established conventions of | different ideas or solutions to a problem.
sources. Can make a distinction expressiveness and idiomaticity and use | a longer text. the genre concerned. Can write an essay or report which develops an
between formal and informal language of more complex forms is still Can write clear, detailed descriptions on | argument, giving some reasons in support of or
with occasional less appropriate stereotypic. a variety of subjects related to his/her against a particular point of view and explaining
expressions. field of interest. the advantages and disadvantages of various

Can write a review of a film, book or options.
play. Can synthesise information and arguments from
a number of sources.
Can write straightforward connected Has enough language to get by, with Can link a series of shorter Uses reasonably accurately a Can write accounts of experiences, Can write short, simple essays on topics of
texts on a range of familiar subjects sufficient vocabulary to express discrete elements into a repertoire of frequently used describing feelings and reactions in interest.

B1 | within his field of interest, by linking a him/herself with some circumlocutions connected, linear text. “routines” and patterns simple connected text. Can summarise, report and give his/her opinion
series of shorter discrete elements into a ]| on topics such as family, hobbies and associated with more common Can write a description of an event, a about accumulated factual information on a
linear sequence. The texts are interests, work, travel, and current situations. Occasionally makes recent trip — real or imagined. familiar routine and non-routine matters, within
understandable but occasional unclear || events. errors that the reader usually can || Can narrate a story. his field with some confidence.
expressions and/or inconsistencies may interpret correctly on the basis of || Can write straightforward, detailed Can write very brief reports to a standard
cause a break-up in reading. the context. descriptions on a range of familiar conventionalised format, which pass on routine

subjects within his field of interest. factual information and state reasons for
actions.
Can write a series of simple phrases and || Uses basic sentence patterns with Can link groups of words Uses simple structures correctly, || Can write very short, basic descriptions
sentences linked with simple connectors || memorized phrases, groups of a few with simple connectors like but still systematically makes of events, past activities and personal

A2 | like “and”, “but” and “because”. Longer || words and formulae in order to “and”, “but” and “because”. basic mistakes. Errors may experiences
texts may contain expressions and show || communicate limited information mainly sometimes cause Can write short simple imaginary
coherence problems which makes the in everyday situations. misunderstandings. biographies and simple poems about
text hard to understand. people.

Can write simple isolated phrases and Has a very basic repertoire of words and | Can link words or groups of [ Shows only limited control of a Can write simple phrases and sentences

Al sentences. Longer texts contain simple phrases related to personal words with very basic linear | few simple grammatical about themselves and imaginary people,

expressions and show coherence
problems which make the text very hard
or impossible to understand.

details and particular concrete situations.

connectors like “and” and
“then”.

structures and sentence patterns
in a memorized repertoire. Errors
may cause misunderstandings.

where they live and what they do, etc.
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